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ABSTRACT 
Limited research and literature address online student disruptive behavior and the 
effectiveness of conflict management strategies to address these inappropriate behaviors.  
Through expanded offerings of online education, higher education institutions need to prepare 
strategically and intentionally for increased instances of online student disruptive behavior.  This 
research study developed and administered an online survey to obtain quantitative and qualitative 
data. Utilizing the Qualtrics Research Suite and the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) for quantitative data analysis and MAXQDA for coding the qualitative data this research 
study examined five research questions identifying online student disruptive behaviors, observed 
frequencies, and effective strategies used by faculty participants.  This quantitative study with 
qualitative components adds to the limited body of knowledge of online student disruptive 
behavior by examining faculty perceptions of online student disruption and the effectiveness of 
conflict management strategies.   
  The research study population consisted of online faculty (N=564) from a regionally 
accredited, not for profit institution located in the southeast United States.  Approximately 279 
(49%) of surveyed participants accessed the survey, and 226 (81%) of those participants 
completed the survey.  Although survey participants were limited to one institution, due to the 
online nature of their employment responsibilities, there was a broad geographical representation 
of the sample population. 
One hundred and forty-one faculty participants (54.02%) experienced online student 
disruptive behaviors and only 27 participants (11.95%) reported that online student disruption is 
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not a problem.  The study examined five research questions and faculty responses were similar in 
identifying online student disruptive behaviors. Conflict management strategies were also 
studied, and faculty participants identified “addressing the student(s) outside of online class 
activity through private electronic correspondence” as both the most used (85.97%) and most 
effective strategy.   
This study should serve as a foundation for future research on the topic and be a catalyst for 
exploring and comparing student perceptions of online student disruption.  The study also 
revealed the importance and opportunities for higher education institutions to offer faculty 
development workshops on effective ways to deal with online student disruption.  One hundred 
and twenty-three (56.95%) faculty participants indicated a lack of training to handle student 
disruption, and 124 (57.41%) stated that they would probably or absolutely would attend a 
faculty development workshop on online student incivility.  Therefore, there are significant 
opportunities for higher education institutions to provide faculty members training to improve 
classroom management skills/techniques while proactively dealing with online student 
disruption. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 “The most experienced researchers on classroom incivilities assume that students and 
teachers are partners in generating and exacerbating it” (Boice, 1996, p. 458).  Unfortunately, 
over the past decade, this assumption has not changed.  The traditional classroom, however, due 
to technology advances has changed giving rise to the online classroom environment.   
Although increasingly underprepared students, students with emotional concerns and/or 
learning disabilities and inappropriate behavior both in and out of the classroom, have been focal 
points for many higher education institutions and scholarly work, the growing body of research 
on disruptive student behavior concentrates on the traditional classroom/campus environment.  In 
a landmark study, Boice (1996) offered the following rationale on classroom incivility (CI).  
We know some of the answers.  First, CI is rarely mentioned in higher education.  
Second, CI has enormous momentum, growing from the roots upward, that is already out 
of control in many K-12 settings.  At every campus I observe, senior faculty 
spontaneously talk about the rise of student incivility over the past two decades.  Third, 
attempts to study CI may be seen as threats to the autonomy of faculty who have always 
been expected to figure their own styles as teachers, in jealously guarded privacy.  At the 
least, investigations about CI will bring discomforts.  (p. 482) 
 
Since 1999, the majority of the research and theory on college classroom disruption 
references Dr. Gerald Amada’s work, “Coping with Misconduct in the College Classroom:  A 
Practical Model.”   Amada not only addressed issues of disruptive student behaviors in the 
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traditional classroom, but he presented practical applications on how to effectively deal with 
them and perhaps even avoid them.  He made a strong argument for graduate preparation 
programs, regardless of discipline, to teach future faculty members effective techniques to deal 
with inappropriate student behavior.  
 It seems that few college instructors have been adequately prepared for dealing with 
disruptive students during the course of their own college education… Thus, despite their 
brilliant academic accomplishments, many college instructors enter college teaching 
positions more poorly prepared for dealing with disruptive students than grade school 
teachers, who ordinarily have been taught and advised by their college instructors about 
how to handle young children who act up in class.  (Amada, 1999, p. 20)   
Compounding this issue, over the course of the past decade the rapid advances in technology, 
and the growth of online education have not adequately prepared faculty or students to deal 
appropriately with disruptive behaviors in the online environment.   
As online higher education offerings continue to expand, and technology continues to 
change, different types of online environments provide myriad opportunities for student 
misconduct.  In support of this concept, in 2014 as part of its annual Code of Conduct revision 
process, Saint Leo University conducted a survey of online faculty about their experiences and 
perceptions with online student misconduct.  Seventy-two percent of faculty respondents 
reported that they personally heard of or experienced instances of online student incivility during 
the previous academic year.  This inappropriate behavior varied in severity; faculty reported that 
67% of the instances occurred within the actual online class, while 44% of the instances occurred 
either in an email or posting to other students in the class.  Faculty also reported that 
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approximately 44% of the instances were directed towards the instructor in personal email 
correspondence.   
Currently, online teaching environments include, but are not limited to, asynchronous 
classroom settings where instructors and student are not online at the same time, and the 
synchronous classroom environment when instructor and students are present online and 
interacting in real time. 
In the 10 years since the coding language for the World Wide Web (WWW) was 
developed, educational institutions, research centers, libraries, government agencies, 
commercial enterprises, advocacy groups, and a multitude of individuals have rushed to 
the Internet.  One of the consequences of this tremendous surge in online communication 
has been the rapid growth of technology-mediated distance learning at the higher 
education level. (The Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000, p. 1)   
Research to explain student disruption in the online classroom environment is negligible 
and, therefore, this dissertation proposal is designed to address this gap in the literature while 
contributing to the scholarly research about faculty perceptions of online classroom disruptive 
behavior and the effectiveness of conflict management strategies.  According to a Google 
Scholar search on disruptive behavior, approximately 47% of the available literature dealt with 
the K-12 sector, 44% addressed traditional higher education, and the remaining 9% addressed the 
online higher education environment.  This gap in the literature was the catalyst for this study, 
and the findings will add to the literature, potential higher education institutional policy 
development and the foundation for further research on this topic.  
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Purpose of the Study  
The primary purpose of this study is to address the gap in the literature on student 
disruption in the online classroom environment and extend the research on the types of behaviors 
that faculty perceive as disruptive to the online learning process.  “Higher education can help by 
dedicating more research to measuring the scope of the incivility problem(s) as well as assessing 
how well civility initiatives offer useful programs for improvement” (Connelly, 2009, p. 54).  To 
adequately understand and research online classroom disruptive behaviors, it is necessary first to 
examine faculty perceptions of the types and frequencies of these inappropriate behaviors.  
Additionally, it is also important to study the faculty perspective of the perceived effectiveness 
of conflict management strategies to address these behaviors.  
This exploratory study will create an on-line questionnaire to add to the limited research 
within this topical area. 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this study the terms, online disruptive behavior, classroom 
misconduct or incivility may be used interchangeable, however, are defined as, 
Disruption of academic process is the act or words of a student in the online environment 
which in the reasonable estimation of the faculty member:  (a) directs attention away 
from the academic matters at hand, such as distractions, persistent, disrespectful or 
abusive interruptions of academic discussions, or (b) presents a danger to the health, 
safety or well-being of the faculty member or students (Saint Leo University, 2015). 
The term online classroom refers to a form of higher education in which  
 
…teaching and learning takes place in a setting where the sources of the content and 
often the teachers are separated from the learners by distance.  It is also often referred to 
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as distance learning, online learning, e-learning, and digital learning.  Learning may 
be synchronous when instructors and students are present at the same time or 
asynchronous, when they are not present at the same time (Iowa Public Television, 2011).   
The term student is limited to full-time students enrolled in an undergraduate, online 
program; while the term faculty member is a full-time or adjunct professor or instructor 
teaching in an online program.   The following most commonly used traditional classroom 
misconduct terms that can also occur in the online classroom environment are based on Amada’s 
(1999) Coping with Misconduct in the College Classroom:  A Practical Model:  
 Grandstanding – the attention seeking student who monopolizes classroom time 
often is characterized by others as obnoxious or pontificators. 
 Prolonged Chattering – students who talk among themselves while the class is in 
session.  This behavior is rude and distracting to others. 
 Excessive Lateness – students who abuse class attendance policies, including but not 
limited to, tardiness and disturb the orderly functioning of the class. 
 Overt Inattentiveness – students that express disinterest in the class, from just 
seeming to be bored to more visible displays of not engaging in the class (checking 
email, reading, etc.) 
 Unexcused Exits from Class – students who repeatedly leave class without 
permission.  This behavior is considered by many sources as the second most 
common disruptive traditional classroom behavior just behind cellular phones and 
electronic devices. 
 Verbal or Physical Threats, to Students or Faculty – students who make verbal or 
physical threats or exhibit intimidating behaviors.  While rare, the literature review 
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supports that reports of threats have increased in recent years.  This behavior, 
however, while being the most disruptive (and severe) is also the easiest to address 
and the penalties associated with it are the most severe.  Typically these types of 
behaviors are dealt with by the campus police and/or local law enforcement. 
 Disputing the Instructor’s Authority and Expertise – students who attack the 
instructor’s knowledge, background, and expertise.  This behavior should not be 
misconstrued with civil discourse and discussion nor debating ideas/events.  The 
literature is clear that this often results following negative feedback (grades) from the 
instructor.  It is typically a repetitive type of dispute that impedes classroom 
instruction and learning. 
Additionally, in 2010 Clark identified the following online disruptive behaviors in the Incivility 
in Online Learning Environment (IOLE) survey. 
 Posting short, terse responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion 
 Posting ambiguous or vague responses that do not add meaning to the online 
discussion 
 Refusing to participate in required online discussions 
 Using inappropriate chat acronyms such as “wtf” 
 Posting others’ personal information 
 Flooding an online environment with comments or messages 
 Speaking negatively “off line” about members of online class or group members  
This study will combine these disruptive behaviors and explore faculty perceptions as well as 
perceived effectiveness of applied conflict management strategies.  
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Research Questions  
Through a review of the literature and discussions with students and faculty, the 
following research questions emerged to guide this study: 
1. What are online student behaviors that faculty participants describe as disruptive? 
2. What is the frequency of specific behaviors as identified by faculty participants? 
3. Is there a relationship between the frequency of disruptive behaviors and course 
level, course discipline, years of overall teaching, and years of teaching online? 
4. What strategies do faculty participants utilize to address perceived “disruptive” 
behaviors? 
5. According to faculty participants, what is the perceived effectiveness of applied 
conflict management strategies? 
Significance of the Study 
 This research is extremely important due to the expanding offerings of online education 
and instances of online classroom disruption.  First, the study will add to the limited body of 
research on this topic.  Second, previous research/literature suggests limited agreement of 
effective traditional classroom conflict management strategies used by faculty members to 
address classroom disruption.  This study should provide further insight on faculty perceptions of 
the effectiveness of various conflict management techniques.  Third, to the best of the 
researchers’ knowledge, this is one of the few studies examining faculty perceptions of online 
classroom disruptions and should serve as a foundation for future research on this topic and 
potential faculty development workshops. 
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Assumptions and Delimitations  
1. It is assumed that all study participants are fluent in the English language and capable of 
completing an online questionnaire. 
2. It is assumed that online faculty base their responses on their own personal and professional 
experiences. 
3. It is assumed that online faculty will correctly interpret the questions as intended by the 
researcher. 
4. It is assumed that disruptive online behavior may be more prevalent in certain types of 
courses (e.g. more likely in an online multicultural/diversity class v. a statistics class) 
5. It is assumed that all responses are truthful.  
6. The study is limited to a purposive sample of online faculty in the United States at one 
institution. 
Chapter Summary 
The purpose of this study is to address a gap in the literature while contributing to the 
scholarly research about online classroom disruptive behavior.  Grounded in traditional theories 
of classroom management and student disruptive behavior in on-ground higher education 
courses, this study examines online faculty and their perceptions of disruptive behavior and 
perceived effectiveness of conflict management strategies for dealing with online classroom 
disruption.   
Although one might argue that faculty underprepared in classroom management 
techniques are the primary reasons for classroom misconduct (Amada, 1999), the literature also 
suggest that incidents of disruptive behavior and violence are increasing within higher education 
institutions (Amada, 1999; Astin, 1993; Coomes & DeBard, 2004; Forni, 2008; Wilson-Taylor, 
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2006).  Changing student demographics, technological changes and an increase in online higher 
education courses have given rise to a new phenomenon of disruptive online student behavior.  
While traditional classroom behaviors and faculty conflict management strategies may be 
transferable to the on-line environment, there are inappropriate behaviors exhibited only in the 
on-line environment. Therefore, this exploratory study will address faculty perceptions about 
these online disruptive behaviors and add to the limited literature.   
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Although there is a gap in scholarly literature dealing with disruptive student behaviors in 
the online environment, a great deal of research has been done on disruptive classroom behaviors 
and classroom management strategies for the traditional classroom environment.  Therefore, it 
was important for this literature review to include traditional classroom disruptive behaviors in 
studying faculty perceptions of online student disruption.  Although there was a wealth of 
information regarding disruptive student behavior in the K-12 environment, this review excluded 
that information and was limited to the higher education setting. 
A review of studies in the literature, clearly defined a disruptive student, regardless of 
venue, as one whose behavior makes teaching and learning difficult for others in the class.  
While there are many perspectives and arguments about classroom disruption and academic 
freedom or 1st Amendment protections/rights, the literature was clear regarding acceptable 
student behavior in the classroom.   
The college classroom isn’t a ‘public form’ like a city street or a park.  Faculty can define 
the course agenda, set and limit topics for discussion, give grades that reflect a student’s 
knowledge or reasoning, and maintain order in the classroom.  You should freely perform 
these important functions, as long as you refrain from unlawful discrimination, or seek to 
punish students solely for expressing unpopular viewpoints pertinent to the course.  
(Footer & Carr, 2001) 
This, however, was where the lines between classroom management and dealing with disruptive 
students blur.   
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My underlying assumption is that the classroom is a multifaceted community with the 
focus on learning but is also the intersection of social, political, cultural, and professional 
values, some of which are made explicit in the class syllabus and outline and in the 
behavior of the instructor but much of which is left unexpressed and taken for granted.  
Civility represents the complex of norms and values that are part of the content delivered 
or facilitated by the instructor along with the course discipline content.  Ordinarily, 
civility content is not directly addressed, or if it is, it comes across as a matter of 
housekeeping or rules laid down for a particular assignment at the beginning of class 
(Connelly, 2009, p. 55). 
The review of the literature, however, supported that faculty need to present their specific 
expectations for classroom behavior in the syllabus (Amada, 1999; Galbraith & Jones, 2010; 
Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; Murphy, 2010).  Faculty also need to be trained and 
informed of the university’s code of student conduct to determine what is acceptable behavior, 
while understanding and adhering to procedures for reporting disruptive incidents.  Private 
institutions have much more latitude in determining what is/is not appropriate behavior, while 
public institutions are legally bound to uphold the rights of all individuals.  This should not, 
however, allow for disruptive behavior to interfere in the normal educational activities of the 
institution.  Institutions, however, cannot expect faculty to confront appropriately, document and 
report disruptive incidents without proper training (Ibrahim & Qalawa, 2015) and it is important 
for this topic to be a part of new faculty orientation as well as on-going faculty development.   
A review of several research studies found that faculty who clarified class conduct 
standards, explained their rationale and issued general words of caution to the whole class had 
fewer incidents of classroom disruption than those who ignored these basic tenants of classroom 
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management (Amada, 1999; Galbraith & Jones, 2010; Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; 
Murphy, 2010).  Faculty who showed concern for individual students while addressing disruptive 
behavior and were consistent in their enforcement of classroom policies also had a lower 
disruption rate in their classes.  McKinne in his 2008 dissertation on classroom incivility 
identified and supported this statement.  Additionally, his findings reinforced that “the 
professorate and students strongly differ as to what exactly constitutes classroom incivility in 
higher education” (p. 118). 
Sometimes the problems we have with students are really issues of policy or rule 
keeping.  It’s amazing how much effort some students will put into trying to get around 
the rules.  The best way to save yourself time and effort in this area is to have fair policies 
that you state clearly in a readily available source (such as the syllabus or the class 
Website) and that you enforce consistently (but not inflexibly).  (McKeachie & Svinicki, 
2006, p. 176)  
Most research on disruptive classroom behavior used either a quantitative or mixed-
methods approach of identifying variables that contributed to disruptive student behaviors and/or 
student/faculty perceptions of this inappropriate behavior.  A quantitative study with qualitative 
element approach was the research method used for this study to examine faculty perceptions of 
student disruption in the online classroom.  This method was discussed in detail in the Methods 
section of this dissertation.  
 There was, however, general agreement across studies in the literature review that 
identified, defined and described common disruptive behaviors.  While some of the variables 
were labeled differently, the represented behaviors were the same.  In the classroom (on-ground 
or online), however, faculty are charged with interpreting and determining what is disruptive 
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behavior; and therefore, sometimes students may not know proper limits in particular classes.  In 
her 2013 dissertation titled “Stop the Madness!  College Faculty and Student Perceptions of 
Classroom Incivility,” Nutt reinforced faculty inconsistencies on what constitutes disruptive 
behaviors that create barriers to institutional policy.  “The differing opinions about exactly which 
behaviors were deemed uncivil created a significant challenge in developing strategies to curb 
classroom incivility” (p. 27)  
Traditional Classroom: Disruption & Classroom Management Concepts 
The review of the literature clearly defined a disruptive student as one whose behavior 
makes teaching and learning difficult for others in the class. The definitional emphasis was on 
“others” as students who have learning disabilities or psychological problems that make it 
difficult for them to learn were often referred to as “distressed students.”  The third category of 
student were the “difficult students”, and while their characteristics were a little more nebulous 
to define, typically these students were classified as an annoyance, and perhaps even a minor 
distraction, however, they rarely made teaching and learning difficult for others.   
The research and literature reviewed for this dissertation focused on the disruptive 
behavior of the orderly functioning of the higher education learning environment.  Feldmann 
(2001) stated that “classroom incivility is any action that interferes with a harmonious and 
cooperative learning atmosphere in the classroom” (p. 137).  Footer and Carr elaborated further 
on this definition in a 2001 article titled “Frequently Asked Questions on Handling Classroom 
Disruption,” by defining disruptive behavior as “behavior a reasonable person would view as 
being likely to substantially or repeatedly interfere with the conduct of the class” (p. 2024).   
Typically, students had no malicious intention to be disruptive and often they were 
unaware that their behaviors were bothering anyone else.  The majority of disruptive classroom 
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behaviors begin as minor irritations, and without faculty addressing them they can “snowball” 
into highly disruptive patterns of inappropriate behavior.  From entering the classroom late 
(AlKandari, 2011; Boice, 1996; Feldmann, 2001) to using cell phones or laptops during class 
(Feldmann, 2001; Seganish & Holter, 2013) both students and faculty cited these increasing 
unacceptable and disruptive behaviors in the traditional classroom.  Citing Goss (1999), Meyers 
et al., in support of this hypothesis stated “in fact, interpersonal conflicts in college classrooms 
are common, disruptive, and significantly affect how faculty and students feel about a particular 
course.  Some forms of conflict are hostile and overt” (2006, p. 180).  Not only do faculty find 
this behavior disruptive, they feel it is disrespectful and insulting.  The idea, however, of clearly 
outlining acceptable behavior in the syllabus should not be mistaken for mandating how faculty 
should administer their classes; rather it should be seen as a proactive way to minimize 
classroom disruption and maximize civility and learning.  “Educators have the responsibility to 
develop strategies to address disruptive behaviors and teach students proper control and 
professionalism” (Murphy, 2010, p. 37) 
 This literature review, however, found that although most research supported Amada’s 
1999 definitions of classroom misconduct, the research did not often agree about the influence of 
demographic characteristics (gender, race, years of teaching, etc.) as it related to instances of 
classroom disruption (Alexander-Snow, 2004).  Some of these inconsistencies were due in part 
to the underreporting of student classroom disruption while others discrepancies seem to be 
based on the age of the research/literature.  More recent studies (especially those using 
quantitative research methods) found little relevance to student disruption and faculty 
demographic characteristics (Carr & Footer, 2001, Forni, 2008, Kirk, 2008, Wilson-Taylor, 
2006).  This was in contrast to other studies that documented that faculty of color and women 
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dealt with student classroom disruption at a higher rate than their white male counterparts 
(Meyers, Bender, Hill, & Thomas, 2006).  Indiana University’s 2000 research study on 
Academic Incivility found that 43% of faculty reported no difference in instances of incivility 
based on the student’s gender while 50% of faculty reported that female faculty members are 
more likely targets of incivility (pp. 19-21). .  Additionally, in a 2014 American Association of 
University Professor’s on-line Academe Article, Holdcroft stated: 
Bullying related to grades often targets younger faculty members and women and is 
mostly carried out by male students.  This behavior results in intimidation, especially of 
female and adjunct faculty members seeking to uphold their values in the classroom; less 
productive teaching, because time spent dealing with behavioral issues; faculty members 
being driven from college teaching, especially when they find they are not supported by 
administrators; rampant grade inflation that erodes the quality of our students’ learning 
and severely hampers their ability to deal with real life; student anxiety; the poor 
preparation of graduates for careers; and the reinforcement of bad behaviors as a way of 
life” (Student incivility, intimidation, and entitlement in academia). 
Dr. Kirk in Taking Back the Classroom reinforced that fair, reasonable policies assist 
students in their current role as students and their future role of professionals.   
You will find that most students will obey your policies if you spell out what they are and 
why they are important.  As you think through your policies, keep in mind that each one 
needs to be: 
 Clearly written in your syllabus 
 Communicated orally the first day of class 
 Have a rationale so the policy is seen as reasonable 
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 Have consequences for students who do not follow the policy 
 Be enforced consistently  (2008, p. 11) 
Without a proactive approach to good classroom management, faculty likely will have 
more instances of disruptive classroom behavior and have to deal with the effects on teaching 
and learning.  The role of the faculty member in setting standards for the class and exercising 
good classroom management techniques seem to be the single biggest deterrent to classroom 
disruption.  “Negative student behaviors need to be confronted, rather than ignored” (Murphy, 
2010, p. 33).  “If ignored or handled poorly, even a single act of incivility can have a long-term 
impact on classroom atmosphere.  Misbehavior may escalate to intolerable or dangerous levels” 
(Kuhlenschmidt & Layne, 1999, p. 45).   
While there were certain classroom disruptions that all the literature supports should not 
be tolerated (for example; verbal/physical threats – as there was little that a faculty member 
could do except follow institutional protocols and make sure that their physical safety and the 
safety of other students were maintained), clearly the remaining disruptive behaviors are defined 
by the faculty member.  This sometimes nebulous (and even conflicting) definition may cause 
some inconsistency and confusion for a student.  McKinne’s dissertation supported earlier 
literature (Amada, 1999; Boice, 1996; Kirk, 2008; McKeahie & Svinicki, 2006; Seganish & 
Holter, 2013) that classroom incivility must be addressed in the syllabus and at the beginning of 
the course (A quantitative and qualitative inquiry into classroom incivility in higher education, 
2008, p. 114).   
Citing work by Mosston & Ashworth (1994), Murphy (2010) organized teaching into 
three phases:  preimpact, impact, and postimpact.  The author then proposed strategies for 
success in each phase for faculty members.  In the preimpact phase, Murphy posed three 
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planning functions for faculty; outline expectations in the syllabus, seating charts (leave empty 
seats in back), and use varied teaching strategies.  In the impact phase, be aware of student 
nonverbal signals, be aware of the tone of voice, provide humor and not react to all disruptive 
behaviors.  Finally, in the postimpact phase, talk privately with students, offer assistance/help 
and document behaviors. (pp. 34-37) 
It is perhaps stating the obvious to point out that all college instructors have two essential 
professional prerogatives.  First, they have the prerogative to set academic standards for 
their students and to grade or evaluate the quality of students’ performance according to 
those standards.  Second, they have the prerogative to set behavioral standards for their 
class.  (Amada, 1999, p. 21) 
Additionally, there were many ways a faculty member can be proactive to minimize the 
possibility of disruptive classroom behavior.  First and foremost, a faculty member must be 
knowledgeable about university policy and prohibited behavior (Kirk, 2008; McKinne, 2008).  
The faculty member then needs to define clearly outline (perhaps even in conjunction with 
students) behavioral expectations to students (syllabus, class website, etc.) and reinforce 
expectations the first day of class, and finally, remain consistent with enforcement.  The review 
of the literature supported these techniques as the best proactive approaches in diminishing 
instances of disruptive classroom behavior (Amada, 1999; Kirk, 2008; McKeahie & Svinicki, 
2006; Seganish & Holter, 2013). 
Meyers et al. (2006) in Table 1 outlined fifteen conflict management strategies employed 
by faculty to deal with disruptive students in the traditional classroom environment.  Three 
statistical measures were reported:  (1) percent (%) of faculty employing the strategy, (2) mean 
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success of the strategy based on a four point scale (0=not, 3=very), and (3) the standard 
deviation.  
Table 1:  Sample:  Conflict Management Strategies Used by Instructors:  Frequency and 
Perceived Effectiveness 
Strategy Employed % employing 
the strategy 
Mean Success of the Strategy 
(Standard Deviation) 
Communicated respect, interest, and warmth 
toward the student 
78.8 2.45 (.67) 
Addressed the student(s) outside of class 74.3 2.25 (.83) 
Focused on feelings and empathized   65.5 2.22 (.77) 
Clarified goals and agenda for course, 
ensured meaningful goals 
64.6 2.38 (.71) 
Ignored the problem 61.5 1.21 (.91) 
Considered how your behavior contributed to 
the problem 
58.4 1.96 (.85) 
Encouraged classroom community 54.0 2.25 (.76) 
Addressed student in front of class 53.1 1.72 (1.01) 
Consulted with a colleague 47.8 1.83 (.86) 
Involved students in solving the problem  43.4 2.34 (.82) 
Changed course requirements/deadlines 35.4 1.81 (1.06) 
Reported behavior to university official 27.9 .76 (1.03) 
Changed your teaching style 27.0 1.69 (.90) 
Changed grading criteria 18.1 .98 (1.11) 
Dropped student from class 11.9 .96 (1.26) 
N=223 (p. 184) 
For the purpose of this research study, these “employed strategies” were slightly modified to 
adapt to the use of technology and the online environment, as well as, addressed APA 6.0 
formatting issues.  This revised table was discussed in greater detail in the Methods section data 
analysis of this proposal.  Finally, it was important to note, 
…that a growing number of faculty are using the Internet to complement traditional 
classroom-based courses.  For instance, it is not uncommon for course syllabi to be 
placed on the Web.  Faculty also are using cyberspace to provide access to threaded 
discussions, group activities, and quizzes for their on-campus students.  (The Institute for 
Higher Education Policy, 2000, p. 5)   
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Therefore, this increasing blended classroom format includes opportunities for disruptive student 
behaviors consistent with both the traditional classroom and online settings.   
Online Classroom: Disruption & Classroom Management Concepts 
 The gap in the literature regarding disruptive behavior in the online environment was the 
foundation for this study.  Although many of the concepts, theories and conflict management 
strategies for confronting traditional classroom disruption (Amada, 1999; Footer & Carr, 2001; 
Foral et al., 2010; Kirk 2008) can be transferable to the online environment, there are emerging 
unique online behaviors that need to be addressed.  As technological improvements and changes 
occur, institutions will have to determine appropriate policies, procedures and mechanisms to 
prevent, confront and document online student disruptive behavior. 
The literature review discovered a reference to a 2010 survey on incivility in the online 
learning environment.  This was one of the first references to an empirical research study, and 
therefore, it was critical to include in this literature review.  
The Incivility in Online Learning Environment (IOLE) Survey is a descriptive tool used 
to measure faculty and student perceptions of incivility in higher and nursing education, 
and includes both quantitative and qualitative measures. The IOLE measures faculty and 
student perceptions of uncivil behaviors, the perceived frequency of uncivil behaviors, 
elicits narrative comments regarding the greatest challenges and advantages to online 
learning, and gathers suggestions for promoting civility in online learning environments. 
The IOLE survey is based on empirical findings from several research studies (Clark 
2008a, 2008b, 2008c, 2008d; Clark & Ahten, 2011; Clark & Springer 2007a, 2007b, 
2010; Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 2010; Vance, 2010)  
(Clark, personal email communication, November 23, 2011).   
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In the above-referenced email, Dr. Clark also shared the IOLE survey and included the 
Cronbach’s alpha score of .987 indicating excellent reliability.  Unfortunately, the results of the 
IOLE survey are proprietary and confidential (Copyright 2009 Boise State University.  All rights 
reserved).  Her mixed-methods approach, however, was consistent with research on traditional 
classroom misconduct.  A request to use the survey was approved following the completion of 
the copyright license agreement (APPENDIX A). The IOLE survey questions served as one of 
the templates for this research study’s instrument development.  This research study’s 
exploratory online questionnaire, development, testing and implementation was discussed in 
greater detail in the Methods section of this proposal.   
In 2007, Dr. Clark in the co-authored article Thoughts on Incivility:  Student and Faculty 
Perceptions of Uncivil Behavior in Nursing Education, stated, “Clearly, a safe teaching and 
learning environment is needed and deserved.  Incivility within the academic community is too 
damaging to ignore, and even though acts of disrespect and harassment may be reflective of a 
changing nation, such behaviors must be immediately and effectively addressed” (p. 94).    
Additionally, in a 2012 follow-up article, Clark, Ahten & Werth addressed effective ways to 
foster civility in the online classroom that supported previously cited literature.  “Faculty 
identified 3 strategies that students also identified including providing clearly defined course and 
behavioral expectations, norms, and consequences for uncivil behavior; faculty role modeling of 
professionalism and civility; and addressing incivility immediately and holding offenders 
accountable” (p. 194).  These references to Dr. Clark’s work with disruptive classroom behavior 
in both the traditional and online environments offered a new perspective on the topic that 
warrants further research, development, and dissemination. 
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Galbraith and Jones citing a 2009 publication, stated that “the primary uncivil behaviors 
associated with online teaching and learning were in the arena of demanding special treatment 
such as extending assignment deadlines, missing deadlines with no explanation for the lateness, 
as well as expressing the “I paid for this” mentality in a manner that is assertive and 
disrespectful” (2010, p. 4)  Additionally, the authors provided the following list as behaviors that 
may be considered by online faculty as incivility (p. 4): 
 Challenging authority 
 Demanding special treatment 
 An “I paid for this mentality” 
 Making offensive remarks 
 Missing deadlines 
 Reluctance in answering questions or participating in online discussion 
 Challenging the instructor’s credibility 
 Taunting or belittling others 
 Challenging the instructor’s knowledge 
 Making physical threats to the instructor 
 Engaging in academic dishonesty (cheating and/or plagiarism) 
 Making harassing, hostile, or vulgar comments 
 Sending the instructor inappropriate emails. 
Prescott (2012), citing a Mechenbier & Prescott (2009) reference, noted the following five 
observations that online faculty should be aware of: 
1. Students are not visible in online courses as they are in the classroom and are 
therefore emboldened, believing they can be anonymous behind the computer. 
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2. Students may have had little experience with civil behavior. 
3. Students model inappropriate behavior they see rewarded on television, in the 
workplace, and at home. 
4. Student view education as service-based, and as “consumers” they expect 
entitlement. 
5. Students fear being powerless, challenged, or feel threatened by new ideas, 
causing them to act defensively through incivility.  
Similarly, in 2012, Clark, Werth & Ahten emphasized that online student anonymity is a major 
source for online incivility. 
In some cases, virtual relationships and exchanges between participants in online 
classrooms may be more superficial and more emotionally charged than those in face-to-
face settings because of the anonymity of the virtual environment.  Other factors that may 
influence the perception of uncivil behavior in an OLE [online learning environment] 
could be lowered expectations regarding course interactions and a more detached attitude 
toward faculty and classmates (p. 154). 
 It was important to note in this chapter that there was not only a scholarly significance for 
this research study but practical significance as well.  It was critical to determine faculty 
perceptions of disruption in the online environment for faculty and higher education institutions 
to not only be proactive in their approaches to minimize these inappropriate behaviors but to 
determine appropriate faculty development workshops to assist faculty in appropriately 
confronting online disruption.  “A detailed syllabus, as well as faculty training, are essential in 
helping to prevent incivility” (Galbraith & Jones, 2010, p. 5).  Baker, Comer & Martinak 
advocated for creating engaging, positive learning environments as a method to decrease 
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instances of classroom incivility.  “Rather than struggling to fight students’ misbehavior in order 
to establish a more positive learning environment, we advocate crafting an engaging classroom 
in order to minimize incivility” (2008, p. 77).  Perhaps, through advances in online technology 
delivery software, instructors can engage students in positive online learning experiences.  
Chapter Summary 
This review of the literature began with an overview of disruptive student behavior in the 
traditional classroom revealing a gap in the literature related to this phenomenon in the online 
environment.  The review not only addressed definitions of the types of traditional classroom 
disruptive behaviors but the need to explore the perceived incidents of classroom disruptive 
behavior in the online environment.  It highlighted the rapid changes in technology and the 
increased offerings of online educational opportunities as foundations for the importance of this 
research proposal.  It was unclear, however, due to lack of research data on this topic and 
underreporting of occurrences, whether or not incidents of classroom disruption, regardless of 
venue, were on the rise or decline.  Additionally, no theory or theories existed to explain these 
inappropriate acts, yet public perception and faculty concerns had prompted many institutions of 
higher education to develop policies specifically dealing with classroom disruption.  As 
institutions of higher education expand online class offerings, it is only a matter of time that 
incidents of online classroom disruption will be an increasing concern for students, faculty and 
institutions.  Therefore, there is a need for further research on this topic for both practical and 
scholarly significance (Boote & Beile, 2005). 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS 
Introduction  
A review of the literature on disruptive classroom behavior revealed a gap in the 
literature regarding disruptive student behavior in the online environment.  Therefore, this 
research study was intended to examine faculty perceptions of the types and frequency of online 
classroom disruptive behavior.  Additionally, the study examined faculty perceptions of conflict 
management strategies.  
Rationale for the Research Method 
 A quantitative study with qualitative elements design was selected for this study based on 
the research questions and for consistency with previous studies on disruptive classroom 
behavior.  Also this research was intended to add to the literature on disruptive student behaviors 
in the online classroom environment.  This research approach blended the strengths of both 
quantitative and qualitative research, offset their limitations, enhanced the understanding of this 
research topic and improved the generalizability of the research data.  
Various mixed-methods designs have been used by educational researchers.  One is to 
use quantitative methods to answer research questions or test hypotheses when the 
constructs and their measures can be specified in advance of data collection, but also to 
use qualitative methods to discover additionally constructs that are relevant to the study’s 
goals.  (Borg, Gall, & Gall, 2007) 
This research study utilized an embedded, explanatory design model where quantitative 
and qualitative data were obtained through the administration of an online questionnaire.  “The 
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embedded design occurs when the researcher collects and analyzes both quantitative and 
qualitative data within a traditional quantitative or qualitative design… the supplemental strand 
[qualitative section] is added to enhance the overall design in some way”  (Creswell & Clark, 
2011, pp. 71-72).   
Population and Sample 
 This research study used data from a non-probability sampling method (purposive 
sample) of online faculty from a regionally accredited, not-for-profit private institution located in 
the Southeast United States.  There were over 3,000 online students, and the average online class 
size was 18. 
There was no increased cost to distribute the survey to all online faculty (N=564) at the 
institution; therefore, increasing the significance level of the findings.  Support from the 
institution’s Vice President for Academic Affairs encouraged faculty to participate in this 
endeavor, and therefore, the researcher was confident in a high response rate without offering 
additional incentives.   
Ethical Considerations 
The University of South Florida (USF) and the sample institution’s Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) policies and procedures were strictly followed.  The researcher completed the 
required course in Human Research Curriculum Refresher Courses through the Collaborative 
Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) (APPENDIX B).  Personally identifiable information was 
not be collected or used in the coding of responses.  Survey instructions included a waiver for 
informed consent notifying participants of their rights before survey administration (Creswell & 
Clark, 2011) and all reasonable measures were taken to ensure participant confidentiality.   
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Diversity 
Instrument:  All online courses from this institution are taught in English; therefore, the 
survey was only be distributed in English.   
Participants:  demographic variables were collected on online faculty participants and 
reported in the research findings.   
o Gender (M/F)– categorical, nominal 
o Type (Full-Time/ Part-Time) – categorical, nominal 
o Age – continuous, ratio 
o Ethnicity – categorical, nominal 
o Years of online experience – continuous, ratio 
Course type and level were recorded to determine if instances of reported disruptive 
behaviors were more prevalent in a certain types/levels of course (e.g. more likely in an online 
multicultural/diversity class v. a statistics class or graduate v. undergraduate). 
Data Collection and Instrumentation 
The Research Project Flowchart (APPENDIX C) visually displays the data collection 
process proposed for this exploratory study.  Creswell and Plano Clark stated that the exploratory 
design should be used when a need exists in the literature to “not only obtain quantitative results 
but to explain such results in more detail, especially in terms of detailed voices and participant 
perspectives because little is known about the mechanisms behind trends.”  (2011, p. 151).  
Additionally, due to the lack of relevant well-developed measures addressing perceptions and 
frequency of online student disruptive behaviors, the researcher-designed survey items based on 
information gathered during the literature review.   
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The developed research survey was a descriptive tool developed to measure faculty 
perceptions of the types and frequency of online classroom disruptive behavior and included 
both quantitative and qualitative measures (APPENDIX D).  This “mixing during data 
collection” (Creswell & Clark, 2011) approach afforded the researcher the ability to obtain 
detailed quantitative data while obtaining qualitative results from self-identified/selected online 
faculty who have observed or confronted online classroom disruptive behaviors.  The open-
ended questions allowed the researcher the opportunity to collect anecdotal evidence of the 
perceptions and illustrative examples of disruptive online behavior and how this inappropriate 
behavior was/was not confronted.  This approach (QUAN+qual) provided a more in-depth 
(thick) understanding of faculty perceptions of online student disruptive behavior and their 
perceptions of effective faculty conflict management strategies.  This research survey instrument 
was designed using both McKinne’s survey (2010) Faculty Perceptions of Classroom Incivility 
(based on Indiana University’s (2000) Survey of Academic Incivility – Table 2) and Clark’s 
(2010) Incivility in Online Learning Environments (IOLE) Survey (Table 3) as templates.  
Permission was obtained from Boise State University (APPENDIX A), Indiana University 
(APPENDIX E), Dr. Clark (APPENDIX F), and Dr. McKinne (APPENDIX G). 
Table 2:  Sample:  A Survey on Academic Incivility at Indiana University 
Do you consider this incivility? 1. Listed are some student behaviors 
you might have experienced in 
your graduate or undergraduate 
class(es) in the Fall 1999 semester.  
Please indicate with an “x” if you 
think each behavior constitutes 
“incivility” (left side) and how 
often each behavior occurred 
during the Fall 1999 semester 
(right side). 
How often did you experience it in 
Fall 1999? 
Always Under some 
conditions 
Never  Often Sometimes Rarely Never 
□ □ □ Chewing gum in class □ □ □ □ 
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Table 3:  Sample:  Incivility in Online Learning Environments (IOLE) Survey 
Q15:  Listed are some STUDENT behaviors you may have experienced or seen in the online nursing academic 
environment.  Disruptive behavior is defined as any speech or action that interfere with the teaching/learning 
environment.  Please respond to the following items regarding the level of “disruption” and how often each behavior 
occurred over the past 12 months. 
 Do you consider this behavior disruptive? How often have you experienced or seen 
this in the past 12 months? 
 Always 
(1) 
Usually 
(2) 
Sometimes 
(3) 
Never 
(4) 
Often 
(1) 
Sometimes 
(2) 
Rarely 
(3) 
Never 
(4) 
Posting short, terse 
responses that do not 
add meaning to the 
online discussion 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
(Copyright 2009 Boise State University.  All Rights Reserved) 
 
Building on the strengths of the above-mentioned templates, the developed research 
survey utilized Bowker, Dillman and Tortora’s (1998) eleven principles for constructing web 
surveys and Crocker and Algina’s Test/Instrument Construction Process to minimize the 
template limitations (e.g., avoiding vague qualifiers).  The instrument measured faculty 
perceptions of the types and frequency of online classroom disruptive behavior and included 
both quantitative and qualitative measures.  Therefore, it was not only necessary to design a 
simple, respondent-friendly questionnaire but one that took advantage of the Qualtrics Research 
Suite software technology by tailoring survey questions to automatically direct participants to the 
appropriate questions.   
To examine instrument reliability and internal consistency (quantitative section), 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated.  The quantitative study with qualitative elements 
survey design focused on the validity (quantitative) and trustworthiness (qualitative) of collected 
data.  The traditional concerns about varying computer literacy of web survey participants and 
their willingness to answer online questions were minimal due to participant experience with the 
web/Internet through their online classroom environment.  It was necessary, however, to design 
the research survey instrument to minimize the four sources of error highlighted by Bowker, 
Dillman and Tortora (1998).   
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Coverage error:  The results of all units of a population not having a known probability 
greater than zero of inclusion in the sample that is drawn to represent the entire 
population.  Thus some units in the population may have no chance of selection, some 
units many have multiple chances and some units many not even qualify for the survey. 
Sampling error:  The results of only surveying a portion of the survey population rather 
than all of its members. 
Measurement error:  The result of inaccurate answers to questions that stem from poor 
question wording, poor interviewing, survey mode effects, and/or the answering behavior 
of the respondent. 
Nonresponse error:  The result of not getting some people in the sample to respond to the 
survey who, had they done so, would have provided a different distribution of answers 
than those who did respond to the survey.  (p. 2) 
The researcher was confident that through intentional and purposeful survey design and 
the large purposive sample, that these four errors were minimized.  The survey was administered 
once with two automated reminders to complete the survey by the predetermined deadline.  The 
survey did not take more than approximately fifteen (15) minutes to complete online.  Survey 
demographic information and participant responses were analyzed and reported using 
appropriate cross tabulation and frequency counts.   
Data Analysis 
The quantitative sections of the survey were analyzed using the Qualtrics Research Suite 
and the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software to report data distribution and 
frequency results.  The qualitative sections (open-ended questions) of the survey were coded 
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using MAXQDA software to determine the emergence of common themes about the perceptions 
of online classroom disruptive behaviors and effective conflict management strategies.  
 The quantitative data collected from faculty were used to analyze the descriptive survey 
data and performed by Qualtrics and SPSS.  Qualtrics and SPSS was also used to test any 
statistically significant differences of categorical data using appropriate t-tests or analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) tests.  These statistical findings and interpretations are presented in Chapter 
four. 
As previously mentioned in the literature review, Table 1:  Sample: Conflict Management 
Strategies Used:  Frequency and Perceived Effectiveness was modified to reflect the research 
study’s identified online conflict management strategies and appropriate APA formatting 
changes.  Table 4 reflects these changes, however, lists “Strategy Employed” alphabetically.  In 
Chapter four, the actual information was reported by “% employing the strategy” from most to 
least used. 
The “Mean Success of the Strategy” was also computed using a six-point Likert Scale  
(1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = somewhat ineffective, 4 = neither effective nor 
ineffective, 5 = somewhat effective, 6 = very effective).  The quantitative data collected from 
online faculty were analyzed and performed by Qualtrics and SPSS.  Additionally, statistically 
significant differences of categorical data were determined through appropriate statistical tests.  
A factor analysis was performed on the 20 identified disruptive behaviors to determine if 
behaviors could be grouped into a limited set of descriptive categories (Yong & Pearce, 2013).   
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Table 4:  Sample: Conflict Management Strategies Used by Online Instructors:  Frequency and 
Perceived Effectiveness  
Strategy Employed % 
Employing 
the Strategy 
Mean Success 
of the Strategy  
Standard 
Deviation 
Addressed student in online community 
accessible to entire class 
   
Addressed the student(s) outside of online class 
activity through private electronic 
correspondence 
   
Changed course requirements/deadlines    
Changed grading criteria    
Changed your teaching style    
Clarified goals and agenda for course, ensured 
meaningful goals 
   
Communicated respect, interest, and warmth 
toward the student through private electronic 
correspondence 
   
Considered how your behavior contributed to 
the problem 
   
Consulted with a colleague    
Dropped student from class    
Encouraged and provided electronic 
opportunities for classroom community 
   
Focused on feelings and empathized with 
student through private electronic 
correspondence 
   
Ignored the problem    
Involved students in solving the problem     
Reported behavior to university official    
 
Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient was calculated between the two identified 
factors to determine if an association exists between these variables.   
Table 5 identifies each research question with the corresponding survey question(s): 
Research Questions (RQ): 
1. What are online student behaviors that faculty participants describe as disruptive? 
2. What are the frequency of specific behaviors as identified by faculty participants? 
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3. Is there a relationship between the frequency of disruptive behaviors and course level, 
course discipline, years of overall teaching, and years of teaching online? 
4. What strategies do faculty participants utilize to address perceived “disruptive” 
behaviors? 
5. According to faculty participants, what is the perceived effectiveness of applied conflict 
management strategies? 
The qualitative data analysis of the open-ended questions provided additional information 
to answer appropriate research questions.  Simultaneous triangulation of data and utilizing 
MAXQDA assisted with interpretation/coding of qualitative responses to determine common 
themes as the data relates to perceptions of dealing with disruptive online behavior.   
Table 5:  Research Question & Corresponding Survey Question 
RQ Survey Question: 
1 3.  (Left column) Based on your opinion, does the following behavior constitute 
disruption/incivility in the online classroom? 
 
4.  Please list other behaviors (not listed above) that you would consider as 
disruptive/incivility in the online environment. 
2 3. (Right column) How frequently have you experienced/observed this behavior in the online 
classroom this past academic year? 
3 2.  Have you experienced disruption/incivility in the online classroom environment? Defined 
as "...any action that interferes with a harmonious and cooperative learning atmosphere in the 
classroom" (Feldmann, 2001. p. 137). 
 
7.  Based on your experience/perception do you think that students are more likely to 
demonstrate disruption/incivility in the online or in the traditional classroom environment? 
 
24.  Years of Overall Higher Education Teaching Experience 
 
25.  Years of Online  Higher Education Teaching Experience 
 
26.  Online Course Class Level Where Disruption Occurred 
 
27.  Discipline of Online Course Where Disruption Occurred 
 
28.  Online Classroom Environment Where Disruption Occurred 
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Table 5 (continued):  Research Question & Corresponding Survey Question 
4 5.  Please indicate by percentage (must total 100) how often you use each conflict 
management strategy when dealing with online classroom incivility:  (Adapted from Meyers 
et al. , 2006) 
 
12.  Please provide a brief description of how you handle the above example of 
disruption/incivility. 
 
16.  How much formal training did you receive, either in your graduate program or through a 
faculty workshop, about student classroom (traditional and online) disruption/incivility? 
 
17.  Over the course of this past academic year, how much discussion (with other faculty or 
colleagues) have you had dealing with online student incivility? 
 
18.  If a faculty development workshop was offered on dealing with online student incivility, 
do you think you would attend? 
5 6.  What are your perceived effectiveness of the applied conflict management strategies 
selected in question 5? (Adapted from Meyers et al. , 2006) 
 
13.  Please provide your perceived effectiveness of the selected conflict management strategy. 
 
14. The most effective way to promote civility in the online environment is to… 
 
Researcher Biases 
Although student classroom disruption is a growing concern throughout higher education, the 
following researcher biases were noted due to over thirty years of higher education 
administrative work experience and training.  The researcher has primary responsibility to 
coordinate the student conduct process, facilitated faculty in-service training on student conduct 
and agrees with the following statements from the literature review: 
 The majority of faculty lack classroom management expertise (Amada, 1999; Boice, 
2000; Fink, 2003; Footer & Carr, 2001; Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006). 
 Today’s college students (on-ground and online) exhibit more disruptive behaviors than 
earlier generations (Amada, 1999; Astin, 1993; Coomes & DeBard, 2004; Forni, 2008; 
Wilson-Taylor, 2006). 
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 Students who are considered disruptive are inherently disruptive regardless of venue (on-
ground, on-line, in/out of the classroom). 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter provided a detailed rationale for the selection of using a quantitative 
research approach with qualitative elements for this exploratory study.  Study participants and 
sample size characteristics and selection were highlighted.  The creation of a research study 
questionnaire was outlined including the development of a research project flowchart and used 
current surveys as design templates.  Ethical, IRB and researcher bias issues were also addressed.  
The quantitative and qualitative data analysis processes were described.  Qualtrics and 
SPSS were used to analyze quantitative data, and qualitative data coded by MAXQDA software 
provided a richer understanding of research topic.  This data analysis provided insight into 
answering the overall study’s research questions.  
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CHAPTER 4:  DATA RESULTS & ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
 Innovation and technological advances coupled with higher education institutions 
expanding online course offerings give rise to increased opportunities for online student 
disruptive behaviors.  This study added to a limited body of research on this topic by surveying 
faculty perceptions of online student disruptive behaviors and the effectiveness of conflict 
management strategies to deal with disruptive behaviors.  This research study’s faculty 
participants cited similar disruptive patterns in the online classroom environment to those in the 
traditional, face-to- face classroom as identified by Amada (1999) and Feldmann (2001).  
Understanding faculty perceptions of online student disruptive behaviors provides higher 
education institutions the opportunity to comprehend this issue and offer faculty development 
workshops and implement policies/procedures to minimize and or manage these inappropriate 
behaviors.   
Population 
As outlined in Chapter Three, the population sample was online instructors from one 
regionally accredited higher education institution located in the southeastern United States.  The 
target institution was unique because it has a residential campus, off-site teaching locations, and 
online teaching environments. The Office of Academic Affairs provided the researcher with 
email addresses of all current faculty teaching online.  The online survey link was sent to 564 
online faculty members with two follow-up reminder emails.  Two hundred and seventy-nine 
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surveys were started (49.47%) with an 81% completion rate (n =226).  The high response and 
completion rates reduced the possibility of nonresponse error.   
In response to survey question #8, - Based on your experience/perception to what extent 
do you believe that online classroom disruption/incivility is a problem, 192 faculty participants 
(87.67%) indicated that online student disruption was a concern.   One hundred and twenty-three 
faculty participants (56.95%) reported experiencing very little or no training on survey question 
#16, - How much formal training did you receive, either in your graduate program or through a 
faculty workshop, about student classroom (traditional or online) disruption/incivility?  
Additionally, in response to survey question #18, -  If a faculty development workshop was 
offered on dealing with online student incivility, do you think you would attend; 57.41% of 
faculty participants indicated that would absolutely or probably would attend. 
Table 6 displays the demographic information for the faculty participants including age 
range, ethnicity, gender, employment type, employment designation, years of overall higher 
education teaching experience and years of online higher education teaching experience.  The 
majority of participants (61.03%) were older than 50 years of age and considered part-time 
(68.4%) adjunct faculty members (73.02%).  Additionally, most participants were experienced 
instructors at higher education institutions with 62.74% who taught more than ten years and 
71.83% reported teaching online courses for more than five years. 
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Table 6:  Faculty Participant Demographics 
Age Range Response Percent 
=< 25 2 0.94% 
26-30 3 1.41% 
31-39 22 10.33% 
40-49 56 26.29% 
50-59 68 31.92% 
60+ 62 29.11% 
Total 213 100.00% 
   
Gender     
Male 118 54.63% 
Female 98 45.37% 
Total 216 100% 
   
Ethnicity     
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 0.47% 
Asian 1 0.47% 
Black/African American 14 6.54% 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 0.00% 
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino 11 5.14% 
White 166 77.57% 
Prefer not to answer 21 9.81% 
Total 214 100.00% 
   
Employment Type     
Full-time 67 31.60% 
Part-time 145 68.40% 
Total 212 100.00% 
   
Employment Designation     
Tenured Faculty 27 12.56% 
Tenured-Track Faculty 16 7.44% 
Adjunct Faculty 157 73.02% 
Instructor 7 3.26% 
Other 8 3.72% 
Total 215 100.00% 
  
  
40 
 
Table 6 (continued):  Faculty Participants Demographics 
 
Years HE Teaching Experience     
0-5 32 15.09% 
6-10 47 22.17% 
11-15 31 14.62% 
16-20 34 16.04% 
21-25 30 14.15% 
26-30 15 7.08% 
30+ 23 10.85% 
Total 212 100.00% 
 
Years Online HE Teaching 
Experience     
0-1 11 5.16% 
2-4 49 23.00% 
5-7 51 23.94% 
8+ 102 47.89% 
Total 213 100.00% 
 
Factor Analysis 
A common factor analysis using Maximum Likelihood extraction followed by varimax 
rotation was used to identify relatively independent measures of disruptive behaviors and to 
determine if any meaningful constructs appeared.  The factor analysis of the faculty participants’ 
responses to the 20 inappropriate behavior items, followed by an item analysis and assessment of 
reliability identified behavior categories that measured different aspects of online student 
disruption.  Table 7 shows that three factors had eigenvalues above 1.0.  The first two factors 
explained 43.7% and 19.3% of the variance respectively, and the third factor explained only 6% 
of the variance.   
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Table 7:  Original Factor Analysis 
Variance Explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % 
1 8.746 43.731 43.731 8.442 42.208 42.208 7.227  36.136 36.136 
2 3.856 19.278 63.009 3.536 17.679 59.887 3.731 18.656 54.792 
3 1.218 6.090 69.099 .828 4.139 64.025 1.847 9.233 64.025 
4 .855 4.273 73.371             
5 .804 4.019 77.390             
6 .616 3.079 80.470             
7 .598 2.988 83.458             
8 .496 2.480 85.938             
9 .458 2.291 88.229             
10 .445 2.227 90.456             
11 .398 1.988 92.444             
12 .287 1.435 93.879             
13 .265 1.326 95.205             
14 .233 1.164 96.369             
15 .185 .924 97.293             
16 .151 .754 98.047             
17 .139 .696 98.744             
18 .114 .570 99.314             
19 .112 .558 99.872             
20 .026 .128 100.000             
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood 
 
The Rotated Factor Matrix table (Table 8) indicated that two behaviors, item #1, - Using 
inappropriate “chat” acronyms and item #15, - Demanding special treatment and/or 
accommodations failed to load on any factor.  The Rotated Factor Matrix also demonstrated that 
two other behaviors, item #12, - Taking credit for others’ work (.71) and item #13,  - Cheating 
(.70), were the only two behaviors to load on Factor 3.  Additionally, two behaviors did not 
clearly load on either factor, item #10, - Challenging faculty knowledge or credibility and item# 
5, - Refusing to participate in required online discussions.  After removing the six items that  
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Table 8:  Rotated Factor Matrix 
Rotated Factor Matrixa 
  
Factor 
1 2 3 
19.  Online harassment or threats .884   .267 
20.  Exhibiting or participating in online stalking or cyberbullying behaviors .883   .254 
9.    Making derogatory comments about faculty .876     
16.  Use of vulgarity in online discussion .853   .212 
18.  Inappropriate email correspondence to another student .840   .294 
8.    Making derogatory "off line" comments about others in class (perhaps through other 
social media) 
.828   .147 
7.    Making derogatory online comments about others in the class .796     
17.  Inappropriate email correspondence to faculty member .703 .179 .352 
11.  Flooding online environment with comments or messages .674 .205 .161 
10.  Challenging faculty knowledge or credibility .567 .302   
1.    Using inappropriate "chat" acronyms .382 .256   
15.  Demanding special treatment and/or accommodations .380 .326 .190 
3.    Posting vague or ambiguous responses that do not add meaning to the online 
discussion 
  .894   
2.    Posting short responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion -.128 .878   
6.    Posting responses to just prior to online discussions deadline   .700 .169 
14.  Failure to participate in online discussions   .688 .449 
4.    Posting verbose responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion 
(dominate discussion) 
.275 .658   
5.    Refusing to participate in required online discussions .141 .564 .364 
12.  Taking credit for others' work .460 .201 .708 
13.  Cheating .502 .232 .695 
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a 
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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did not have significant loading, the factor analysis was rerun without those six identified 
behaviors (Table 9).  The result of that factor analysis identified two factors with eigenvalues 
above 1.0 accounting for 73% of the variance. 
Table 9:  Factor Table without Six Items 
Total Variance Explained 
Factor 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % 
1 6.831 48.791 48.791 6.289 44.922 44.922 6.284 44.885 44.885 
2 3.378 24.126 72.917 3.071 21.935 66.856 3.076 21.971 66.856 
3 .704 5.028 77.945             
4 .528 3.772 81.717             
5 .497 3.553 85.270             
6 .411 2.937 88.207             
7 .377 2.691 90.898             
8 .358 2.555 93.454             
9 .253 1.804 95.258             
10 .208 1.482 96.740             
11 .175 1.252 97.992             
12 .137 .976 98.967             
13 .118 .844 99.811             
14 .026 .189 100.000             
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 
 
 
The scree plot (Figure 1) graphed the eigenvalue against the 14 remaining behaviors visually 
depicting two factors above 1.0.   Table 10 shows nine items loading on Factor 1.  The internal 
consistency of Factor 1 is excellent with a Cronbach’s alpha score of .958.  Five items loaded on 
Factor 2.  This Factor had good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha score of .874.   
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Figure 1:  Scree Plot 
 
Table 10:  Rotated Factor Matrix 
Rotated Factor Matrixa 
    
  Factor  
  1 2 
20.  Exhibiting or participating in online stalking or cyberbullying behaviors .980   
19.  Online harassment or threats .978   
18.  Inappropriate email correspondence to another student .870   
16.  Use of vulgarity in online discussion .858   
9.    Making derogatory comments about faculty .796   
8.    Making derogatory "off line" comments about others in class (perhaps 
through other social media) 
.783   
7.    Making derogatory online comments about others in the class .771   
17.  Inappropriate email correspondence to faculty member .722 .183 
11.  Flooding online environment with comments or messages .645 .181 
3.    Posting vague or ambiguous responses that do not add meaning to the 
online discussion 
  .926 
2.    Posting short responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion -.130 .918 
6.    Posting responses to just prior to online discussions deadline   .677 
14.  Failure to participate in online discussions .181 .652 
4.    Posting verbose responses that do not add meaning to the online 
discussion (dominate discussion) 
.210 .645 
Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.     
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.     
  
45 
 
Figure A1 graphically depicts disruptive student behaviors based on Amada’s (1999) 
behaviors and Feldmann’s (2001) research.  Feldmann (2001) identified the following four 
categories of student disruption in the traditional face-to-face classroom:   annoyances, 
classroom terrorism, intimidation and uncivil actions.  Faculty participant responses revealed 
only two constructs for online student disruption.   Yong and Pearce (2013) suggested providing 
factors “names that best represent the variables within the factors” (p. 91); therefore, the 
researcher named Factor 1 as “Disruptions” because faculty participants were in agreement that 
these behaviors were inappropriate, serious and required intervention.  Factor 2 was named 
“Annoyances” as faculty participant identified them as inappropriate, however, less severe than 
Factor 1 behaviors.   
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 required faculty participants to identify if the surveyed behaviors 
(n=20) constituted online student disruption.  Responses were scored using a five-point Likert 
scale (1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-neither agree nor disagree, 4-agree, 5- strongly agree).   
Faculty participants’ responses, in rank order by the mean, are displayed in Table 11. 
In reference to the study’s identified two factors, a computed Pearson Product-Moment 
Correlation (Table 12) determined that a relationship existed between Disruptions and 
Annoyances.  There was a statistically significant weak, positive correlation between the two 
factors, r = .131, n = 237, p = .044.  The researcher anticipated some correlation because 5 of the 
14 disruptive behaviors loaded on both factors. 
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Table 11:  Does Behavior Constitute Online Student Disruption 
Based on your opinion, does the following behavior 
constitute online student disruption 
Mean Std. Deviation 
19.  Online harassment or threats 4.57 1.10 
20.  Exhibiting or participating in online stalking or 
cyberbullying behaviors 
4.57 1.11 
13.  Cheating 4.47 1.01 
7.    Making derogatory online comments about others in 
the class 
4.41 1.17 
9.    Marking derogatory comments about faculty 4.40 1.07 
16.  Use of vulgarity in online discussion 4.38 1.13 
12.  Taking credit for others’ work 4.35 1.06 
18.  Inappropriate email correspondence to another 
student 
4.31 1.05 
8.    Making derogatory “off line” comments about other 
in class (perhaps through other social media) 
4.23 1.13 
17.  Inappropriate email correspondence to faculty 
member 
4.14 1.09 
10.  Challenging faculty knowledge or credibility  3.76 1.23 
11.  Flooding online environment with comments or 
messages 
3.69 1.19 
14.  Failure to participate in online discussions 3.42 1.33 
15.  Demanding special treatment and/or 
accommodations 
3.32 1.16 
1.    Using inappropriate “chat” acronyms 3.28 1.12 
5.    Refusing to participate in required online discussions 3.28 1.32 
6.    Posting responses to just prior to online discussions 
deadline 
3.14 1.23 
4.    Posting verbose responses that do not add meaning 
to the online discussion (dominate discussion) 
3.04 1.15 
2.    Posting short responses that do not add meaning to 
the online discussion 
2.89 1.19 
3.    Posting vague or ambiguous response that do not add 
meaning to the online discussion 
2.84 1.16 
 
Table 12:  Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 
  FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 
FACTOR 1 Pearson Correlation 1 .131* 
Sig. (2-tailed)   .044 
N 238 237 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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In an open-ended question, fifty-seven faculty respondents (28.15%) indicated “other” 
online misconduct not related to the research instruments’ 20 surveyed behaviors.  These 
disruptive online behaviors are listed in Table 13.  The top four listed “other” online disruptive 
behaviors included:  bias (gender, nationality, race, and religion) – 22.8%; challenging course 
material – 15.8%; failure to collaborate (group work) – 14%; and challenging other student 
knowledge/credibility – 12.3%.   
Table 13: Other Online Misconduct Identified by Faculty Participants 
Other Misconduct Instances Percent 
Bias 13 22.81% 
Challenging Course Material 9 15.79% 
Group Work 8 14.04% 
Challenging Other Students 7 12.28% 
Work Not to College Standards 5 8.77% 
Inappropriate Email  5 8.77% 
Challenging Grades 4 7.02% 
Non Response to Faculty 3 5.26% 
Deadlines 2 3.51% 
Challenging Faculty 1 1.75% 
Total 57  
   
One faculty participant’s comment addressed many of these issues citing an example of 
an online student who “attacked political views held by other students and inappropriately 
commented on the class structure when critiquing another’s work.” 
Research Question 2 asked faculty to indicate the frequency of the twenty identified 
online disruptive behaviors identified on the survey.  Using a four-point Likert scale (1-never, 2-
rarely, 3-sometimes, 4-often), Table 14 identified the overall frequency of observed behaviors 
during the past academic year.   
Supporting the research studies identified in the literature review, faculty participants 
indicated that the two most severe forms of online student disruption were also the two least 
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frequently observed disruptive behaviors.  Item #19, - Online harassment/threats (M = 1.22, SD 
=.46) and item #20, - Exhibiting or participating in stalking or cyberbullying behaviors (M = 
1.14, SD = .41) were rarely observed this past academic year.   
As part of the previously mentioned factor analysis, frequencies of Disruptions (Table 
15) and Annoyances (Table 16) were calculated and for convenience, the mean of each item #, 
using the four-point Likert scale (1-never, 2-rarely, 3-sometimes, 4-often) was imported from 
Table 14.  Faculty participants also agreed that the most observed behaviors occurred in the 
Annoyances construct.  Item #2, - Posting short responses that do not add meaning to the online 
discussion (M = 3.17) and item #6, - Posting responses to just prior to online discussions 
deadline 3 (M = 3.14) were the two most frequently observed online disruptive behaviors.   
Research Question 3 investigated relationships between the frequency of disruptive 
behaviors and course level, course discipline, years of overall higher education teaching 
experience, and years of online higher education teaching experience. Using a four-point Likert 
scale (1-never, 2-rarely, 3-sometimes, 4-often), Table 17 displays the overall frequency mean of 
the two factors reported by faculty participants this past academic year. Frequencies of 
Disruptions (M = 1.45) and Annoyances (M = 2.82) were calculated and used to determine if any  
relationship was statistically significant with course level, course discipline, years of overall 
teaching, and years of teaching online.   
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Table 14:  Faculty Perceptions & Frequency of Online Student Disruption 
Does the Following Behavior Constitute Online Student 
Disruption/Incivility   Frequency this Past Academic Year 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree Mean Behavior Never Rarely Sometimes Often Mean 
13 
(5.49%) 
53 
(22.36%) 
57 
(24.05%) 
82 
(34.60%) 
32 
(13.50%) 3.28 
1.  Using inappropriate "chat" 
acronyms 
88 
(36.97%) 
88 
(36.97%) 
53 
(22.27%) 
9 
(3.78%) 1.93 
27 
(11.34%) 
80 
(33.61%) 
44 
(18.49%) 
65 
(27.31%) 
22 
(9.24%) 2.89 
2.   Posting short responses that do 
not add meaning to the online 
discussion 
6     
(2.51%) 
35 
(14.64%) 
111 
(46.44%) 
87 
(36.40%) 3.17 
28 
(11.76%) 
79 
(33.19%) 
50 
(21.01%) 
64 
(26.98%) 
17 
(7.14%) 2.84 
3.   Posting vague or ambiguous 
responses that do not add 
meaning to the online discussion 
5     
(2.08%) 
70 
(29.17%) 
111 
(46.44%) 
54 
(22.50%) 2.89 
26 
(10.97%) 
55 
(23.21%) 
56 
(23.63%) 
83 
(35.02%) 
17 
(7.14%) 3.04 
4.   Posting verbose responses that 
do not add meaning to the online 
discussion (dominate discussion) 
28 
(11.76%) 
100 
(42.02%) 
92 
(38.66%) 
18 
(7.56%) 2.42 
32 
(13.45%) 
42 
(17.65%) 
35 
(14.71%) 
85 
(35.71%) 
44 
(18.49%) 3.28 
5.   Refusing to participate in 
required online discussions 
45 
(19.07%) 
90 
(38.14%) 
73 
(30.93%) 
28 
(11.86%) 2.36 
27 
(11.39) 
52 
(21.94%) 
52 
(21.97%) 
74 
(31.22%) 
32 
(13.50%) 3.14 
6.   Posting responses to just prior to 
online discussions deadline 
7 
(2.98%) 
34 
(14.47%) 
114 
(48.51%) 
80 
(34.04%) 3.14 
16 
(6.75%) 
11 
(4.64%) 
5 
(2.11%) 
32 
(13.50%) 
173 
(73.00%) 4.41 
7.   Making derogatory online 
comments about others in the 
class 
127 
(53.36%) 
90 
(37.82%) 
20 
(8.40%) 
1   
(.42%) 1.56 
15 
(6.36%) 6 (2.54%) 
22 
(9.32%) 
60 
(25.42%) 
133 
56.36%) 4.23 
8.   Making derogatory "off line" 
comments about others in class 
(perhaps through other social 
media) 
181 
(75.42%) 
46 
(19.17%) 
13 
(5.42%) 
0 
(0.00%) 1.30 
13 
(5.49%) 7 (2.95%) 
7 
(2.95%) 
56  
(23.63%) 
154 
(64.98%) 4.4 
9.   Making derogatory comments 
about faculty 
133 
(55.42%) 
75 
(31.25%) 
30 
(12.50%) 
2    
(.83%) 1.59 
15 
(6.33%) 
30 
(12.66%) 
34 
(14.25%) 
75 
(31.65%) 
83 
(35.02%) 3.76 
10. Challenging faculty knowledge 
or credibility 
93 
(38.75%) 
99 
(41.25%) 
46 
(19.17%) 
2   
(.83%) 1.82 
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Table 14 (continued):  Faculty Perceptions & Frequency of Online Student Disruption 
 
Does the Following Behavior Constitute Online Student 
Disruption/Incivility   Frequency this Past Academic Year 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
 
Neither 
Agree 
nor 
Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree Mean Behavior Never Rarely Sometimes Often Mean 
 
17 
(7.14%) 
23 
(9.66%) 
45 
(18.91%) 
84 
(35.29%) 
69 
(28.99%) 3.69 
11. Flooding online environment 
with comments or messages 
135 
(56.49%) 
74 
(30.96%) 
28 
(11.72%) 
2    
(.83%) 1.57 
9 
(3.78%) 
12 
(5.04%) 
16 
(6.72%) 
51 
(21.43%) 
150 
(63.03%) 4.35  12. Taking credit for others' work 
50 
(21.01%) 
108 
(45.38%) 
66 
(27.73%) 
14 
(5.88%) 2.18 
10 
(4.24%) 
6 
(2.54%) 
13 
(5.51%) 
42 
(17.80%) 
165 
(69.92%) 4.47  13.  Cheating 
41 
(17.37%) 
105 
(44.49%) 
81 
(34.32%) 
9 
(3.81%) 2.25 
25 
(10.50%) 
42 
(17.65%) 
41 
(17.23%) 
67 
(28.15%) 
63 
(26.47%) 3.42 
 14.  Failure to participate in online 
discussions 
21 
(8.86%) 
95 
(40.08%) 
98 
(41.35%) 
23 
(9.70%) 2.52 
21 
(8.90%) 
36 
(15.25%) 
57 
(24.15%) 
90 
(38.14%) 
32 
(13.56%) 3.32 
 15.  Demanding special treatment 
and/or accommodations 
44 
(18.41%) 
118 
(49.37%) 
65 
(27.20%) 
12 
(5.02%) 2.19 
14 
(5.91%) 
10 
(4.22%) 
9 
(3.80%) 
43 
(18.14%) 
161 
(67.93%) 4.38 
 16.  Use of vulgarity in online 
discussion 
152 
(63.60%) 
73 
(30.54%) 
14 
(5.86%) 
0 
(0.00%) 1.42 
11 
(4.64%) 
13 
(5.49%) 
21 
(8.86%) 
79 
(33.33%) 
113 
(47.68%) 4.14 
 17.  Inappropriate email 
correspondence to faculty 
member 
110 
(46.22%) 
89 
(37.39%) 
35 
(14.71%) 
4 
(1.68%) 1.72 
12 
(5.06%) 
5 
(2.11%) 
18 
(7.59%) 
64 
(27.00%) 
138 
(58.23%) 4.31 
 18.  Inappropriate email 
correspondence to another 
student 
140 
(46.22%) 
70 
(29.91%) 
23 
(9.83%) 
1    
(.43%) 1.51 
16 
(6.75%)  
5 
(2.11%) 
3 
(1.27%) 
17 
(7.17%) 
196 
(82.70%) 4.57 19.   Online harassment or threats 
191 
(79.92%) 
43 
(17.99%) 
5    
(2.09%) 
0 
(0.00%) 1.22 
16 
(6.75%)  
5 
(2.13%) 
4 
(1.70%) 
14 
(5.96%) 
196 
(83.40%) 4.57 
20.   Exhibiting or participating in 
online stalking or cyberbullying 
behaviors 
209 
(88.19%) 
24 
(10.13%) 
3    
(1.27%) 
1    
(.43%) 1.14 
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Table 15:  Disruptions - Frequency & Mean  
  Never Rarely Sometimes Often Mean 
20.  Exhibiting or participating in online 
stalking or cyberbullying behaviors 
209 24 3 1 1.14 
88.2% 10.1% 1.3% .4%  
19.  Online harassment or threats 191 43 5 0 1.22 
79.9% 18.0% 2.1% 0.0%  
18.  Inappropriate email correspondence to 
another student 
140 70 23 1 1.51 
59.8% 29.9% 9.8% .4%  
9.    Making derogatory comments about faculty 133 75 30 2 1.59 
55.4% 31.3% 12.5% .8%  
16.  Use of vulgarity in online discussion 152 73 14 0 1.42 
63.6% 30.5% 5.9% 0.0%  
17.  Inappropriate email correspondence to 
faculty member 
110 89 35 4 1.72 
46.2% 37.4% 14.7% 1.7%  
7.    Making derogatory online comments about 
others in the class 
127 90 20 1 1.56 
53.4% 37.8% 8.4% .4%  
8.    Making derogatory "off line" comments 
about others in class (perhaps through other 
social media) 
181 46 13 0 1.30 
75.4% 19.2% 5.4% 0.0% 
 
11.  Flooding online environment with 
comments or messages 
135 74 28 2 1.57 
56.5% 31.0% 11.7% .8%   
 
 
Table 16:  Annoyances  -  Frequency & Mean 
 
  Never Rarely Sometimes Often Mean 
2.   Posting short responses that do not add 
meaning to the online discussion 
6 35 111 87 3.17 
2.5% 14.6% 46.4% 36.4%  
3.   Posting vague or ambiguous responses that 
do not add meaning to the online 
discussion 
5 70 111 54 2.89 
2.1% 29.2% 46.3% 22.5% 
 
4.   Posting verbose responses that do not add 
meaning to the online discussion (dominate 
discussion) 
28 100 92 18 2.52 
11.8% 42.0% 38.7% 7.6% 
 
6.   Posting responses to just prior to online 
discussions deadline 
7 34 114 80 3.14 
3.0% 14.5% 48.5% 34.0%  
14. Failure to participate in online discussions 21 95 98 23 2.52 
8.9% 40.1% 41.4% 9.7%   
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Table 17:  Disruptions & Annoyances Frequency Statistics 
  Disruptions Annoyances 
N Valid 239 240 
Missing 40 39 
Mean 1.4469 2.8260 
Std. Error of Mean .03056 .03670 
Skewness 1.232 -.362 
Std. Error of 
Skewness 
.157 .157 
  
On average, using the four-point Likert scale, faculty participants reported observing Disruptions 
approximately midway between “never and rarely”, while Annoyances were observed closer to 
“sometimes”. 
Course Level:  Faculty participants reported 121 instances of online student disruption 
this past academic year.  Participants reported 85 manifestations of online student disruption at 
the undergraduate level and 36 instances at the graduate level (Table 18).    
Table 18:  Online Disruption & Course Level 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Undergraduate 85 30.5 70.2 70.2 
Graduate 36 12.9 29.8 100.0 
Total 121 43.4 100.0  
Missing Other 2 .7   
System 156 55.9   
Total 158 56.6   
Total 279 100.0     
 
The frequency of the Factors were compared to online course class level where disruption 
occurred (Table 19).   
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Table 19:  Factor Frequency & Course Level 
26. Online Course Class Level Where 
Disruption Occurred: N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Disruptions Undergraduate 83 1.6998 .51241 .05624 
Graduate 36 1.5046 .37968 .06328 
Annoyances Undergraduate 84 3.0363 .50827 .05546 
Graduate 36 2.8458 .50869 .08478 
 
Results were analyzed using an independent-samples t-test for each Factor and course 
level (Table 20).  The analysis revealed that for Disruptions, although relatively rare, faculty 
participants reported a statistical relationship between the means of undergraduate (M = 1.7, SD 
= .51) and graduate (M = 1.5, SD = .38) course levels; t (88.6) = 2.31, p = .023.  The analysis of 
Annoyances revealed that although these behaviors were observed more frequently than 
Disruptions by faculty participants, there was no statistical relationship reported for the means 
between undergraduate (M = 3.04, SD = .51) and graduate (M = 3.84, SD = .51) course levels, 
t(118) = 1.88, p = .062.   
Course Discipline:  Faculty participants reported observing 117 occurrences of online 
student disruption this past academic year in 16 different academic programs.  Some of the 
academic disciplines, however, were represented by only one or two courses.  Therefore, the 
researcher combined specific programs into six larger groupings of disciplines to compare more 
data points in each group and increase power (Table 21).   
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Table 20:  Course Level T-Test Results 
T-Test Results – Relationship Between Frequency of Disruptive Behavior and Course Level 
 
Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
FREQ_B1 Equal variances 
assumed 
7.990 .006 2.052 117 .042 .19517 .09511 .00681 .38353 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  2.305 88.553 .023 .19517 .08466 .02693 .36340 
FREQ_B2 Equal variances 
assumed 
.185 .668 1.881 118 .062 .19048 .10127 -.01007 .39103 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  1.880 66.243 .064 .19048 .10131 -.01178 .39273 
 
Table 21:  Online Disruption Frequency & Course Discipline 
  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid Business 36 12.9 30.8 30.8 
Criminal Justice 23 8.2 19.7 50.4 
Education 16 5.7 13.7 64.1 
Liberal Studies 17 6.1 14.5 78.6 
Math and Science 6 2.2 5.1 83.8 
Social Sciences 19 6.8 16.2 100.0 
Total 117 41.9 100.0   
Missing   162 58.1     
Total 279 100.0     
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Table 22 summarized the frequency means of Disruptions and Annoyances by these six 
disciplines.  An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was calculated to determine if there was a 
relationship between the six course descriptions and the mean level of Disruptions and the mean 
level of Annoyances. The ANOVA results are displayed in Table 23.    
Table 22:  Factor Frequency Mean by Course Discipline 
DISCIPLINE Factor 1  Factor 2 
Business Mean 1.5238 2.9319 
N 35 36 
Std. Deviation .48997 .46891 
Std. Error of Mean .08282 .07815 
Criminal Justice Mean 1.7246 3.0826 
N 23 23 
Std. Deviation .46162 .44788 
Std. Error of Mean .09626 .09339 
Education Mean 1.5243 2.7344 
N 16 16 
Std. Deviation .53131 .23855 
Std. Error of Mean .13283 .05964 
Liberal Studies Mean 1.6144 3.2235 
N 17 17 
Std. Deviation .41781 .47897 
Std. Error of Mean .10133 .11617 
Math and Science Mean 1.6481 2.8333 
N 6 6 
Std. Deviation .29327 .65013 
Std. Error of Mean .11973 .26541 
Social Sciences Mean 1.8333 2.9421 
N 19 19 
Std. Deviation .51620 .70814 
Std. Error of Mean .11842 .16246 
Total Mean 1.6341 2.9735 
N 116 117 
Std. Deviation .48160 .51043 
Std. Error of Mean .04472 .04719 
 
There was no statistically significant relationship found between the frequency of 
Disruptions behaviors and course discipline, F(5, 110) = 1.38, p = .239.  Additionally, the 
analysis of variance also failed to reveal a statistically significant relationship between course 
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discipline and the frequency of Annoyances, F(5, 111) = 1.96, p = .090. Therefore, there was 
insufficient statistical evidence from this research to describe a relationship between the 
frequencies of online disruptive behaviors and course discipline.  This was an unanticipated 
finding of the research study.  
Table 23:  Factor Frequency ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
FREQ_B1 * 
DISCIPLINE 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 1.569 5 .314 1.375 .239 
Within Groups 25.104 110 .228     
Total 26.673 115       
FREQ_B2 * 
DISCIPLINE 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 2.450 5 .490 1.959 .090 
Within Groups 27.773 111 .250     
Total 30.223 116       
 
Years of Overall Higher Education Teaching Experience:  The survey instrument 
separated Years of Overall Teaching into seven ranges of years of higher education teaching 
experience (Table 24).   
Table 24:  Years of Overall HE Teaching Experience 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 0-5 32 11.5 15.1 15.1 
6-10 47 16.8 22.2 37.3 
11-15 31 11.1 14.6 51.9 
16-20 34 12.2 16.0 67.9 
21-25 30 10.8 14.2 82.1 
26-30 15 5.4 7.1 89.2 
30+ 23 8.2 10.8 100.0 
Total 212 76.0 100.0   
Missing System 67 24.0     
Total 279 100.0     
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Table 25 displays the mean instances of the frequency of Disruptions and Annoyances by 
years of overall higher education teaching.  An ANOVA test (Table 26) was performed to 
determine if a relationship existed between the frequencies of Disruptions and Annoyances 
behaviors with years of overall higher education teaching experience.   
Table 25:  Factor Frequency by Years of Overall HE Teaching 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Factor 1 0-5 32 1.24 0.26 0.05 1.15 1.33 1.00 2.22 
6-10 46 1.35 0.36 0.05 1.24 1.45 1.00 2.78 
11-15 29 1.48 0.58 0.11 1.26 1.70 1.00 3.00 
16-20 33 1.59 0.44 0.08 1.44 1.74 1.00 2.78 
21-25 30 1.64 0.57 0.10 1.42 1.85 1.00 3.00 
26-30 15 1.62 0.55 0.14 1.32 1.93 1.00 2.44 
30+ 22 1.45 0.32 0.07 1.31 1.60 1.00 2.22 
Total 207 1.46 0.46 0.03 1.40 1.52 1.00 3.00 
Factor 2 0-5 32 2.72 0.57 0.10 2.51 2.93 1.60 3.80 
6-10 46 2.97 0.57 0.08 2.80 3.14 1.60 4.00 
11-15 30 2.81 0.52 0.09 2.61 3.00 2.00 4.00 
16-20 34 2.88 0.62 0.11 2.66 3.10 1.00 3.80 
21-25 30 2.90 0.52 0.09 2.70 3.09 1.60 3.80 
26-30 15 2.76 0.58 0.15 2.44 3.08 1.80 3.80 
30+ 22 2.80 0.38 0.08 2.63 2.97 2.00 3.20 
Total 209 2.85 0.55 0.04 2.78 2.92 1.00 4.00 
 
 
Table 26:  Overall HE Teaching Experience ANOVA 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Factor 1 Between 
Groups 
4.048 6 .675 3.453 .003 
Within Groups 39.077 200 .195     
Total 43.125 206       
Factor 2 Between 
Groups 
1.575 6 .262 .871 .517 
Within Groups 60.890 202 .301     
Total 62.465 208       
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Table 27:  Tukey HSD Post Hoc - Overall HE Teaching Experience & Factor 1 
Dependent Variable 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
FREQ_B1 0-5 6-10 -.10704 .10175 .941 -.4101 .1960 
11-15 -.23743 .11333 .360 -.5750 .1001 
16-20 -.35048* .10967 .027 -.6771 -.0238 
21-25 -.39745* .11233 .009 -.7320 -.0629 
26-30 -.38264 .13832 .088 -.7946 .0293 
30+ -.21496 .12242 .579 -.5796 .1497 
6-10 0-5 .10704 .10175 .941 -.1960 .4101 
11-15 -.13039 .10481 .876 -.4426 .1818 
16-20 -.24345 .10084 .198 -.5438 .0569 
21-25 -.29042 .10373 .081 -.5994 .0186 
26-30 -.27560 .13143 .358 -.6671 .1159 
30+ -.10793 .11458 .965 -.4492 .2334 
11-15 0-5 .23743 .11333 .360 -.1001 .5750 
6-10 .13039 .10481 .876 -.1818 .4426 
16-20 -.11306 .11251 .952 -.4482 .2221 
21-25 -.16003 .11511 .807 -.5029 .1828 
26-30 -.14521 .14058 .946 -.5639 .2735 
30+ .02247 .12497 1.000 -.3498 .3947 
16-20 0-5 .35048* .10967 .027 .0238 .6771 
6-10 .24345 .10084 .198 -.0569 .5438 
11-15 .11306 .11251 .952 -.2221 .4482 
21-25 -.04697 .11151 1.000 -.3791 .2852 
26-30 -.03215 .13765 1.000 -.4421 .3778 
30+ .13552 .12166 .923 -.2269 .4979 
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Table 27 (continued):  Tukey HSD Post Hoc - Overall HE Teaching Experience & Factor 1 
 
   
Dependent Variable 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
 
21-25 0-5 .39745* .11233 .009 .0629 .7320 
6-10 .29042 .10373 .081 -.0186 .5994 
11-15 .16003 .11511 .807 -.1828 .5029 
16-20 .04697 .11151 1.000 -.2852 .3791 
26-30 .01481 .13978 1.000 -.4015 .4312 
30+ .18249 .12407 .762 -.1871 .5521 
26-30 0-5 .38264 .13832 .088 -.0293 .7946 
6-10 .27560 .13143 .358 -.1159 .6671 
11-15 .14521 .14058 .946 -.2735 .5639 
16-20 .03215 .13765 1.000 -.3778 .4421 
21-25 -.01481 .13978 1.000 -.4312 .4015 
30+ .16768 .14801 .917 -.2732 .6085 
30+ 0-5 .21496 .12242 .579 -.1497 .5796 
6-10 .10793 .11458 .965 -.2334 .4492 
11-15 -.02247 .12497 1.000 -.3947 .3498 
16-20 -.13552 .12166 .923 -.4979 .2269 
21-25 -.18249 .12407 .762 -.5521 .1871 
26-30 -.16768 .14801 .917 -.6085 .2732 
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There was a statistical relationship found between the frequency of Disruptions and years 
of overall higher education teaching experience, F (6,200) = 3.45, p = .003.  Table 27 displays a 
Tukey post hoc test that compared each overall higher education teaching experience bracket to 
every other bracket and was performed for Disruptions.  Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD 
test showed that the mean score of 0-5 years (M = 1.24, SD = .26) was statistically less than the 
mean score of the following two ranges:   16-20 years (M = 1.55, SD = .44) and 21-25 years (M 
= 1.64, SD = .57).   This finding demonstrated that less experienced faculty (0-5 years) reported 
fewer Disruptions than more experienced colleagues (16-20 year and 21-25 years of experience).  
There was, however, insufficient statistical evidence from the ANOVA data to describe a 
relationship between the frequency of Annoyances and years of overall higher education 
teaching experience, F(6,202) = .871, p = .52.   
Years of Online Higher Education Teaching Experience:  Instances of online student 
disruption were reported in four ranges of years of online higher education teaching experience 
(Table 28). 
Table 28:  Years of Online HE Teaching Experience 
  Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid 0-1 11 3.9 5.2 5.2 
2-4 49 17.6 23.0 28.2 
5-7 51 18.3 23.9 52.1 
8+ 102 36.6 47.9 100.0 
Total 213 76.3 100.0   
Missing System 66 23.7     
Total 279 100.0     
 
The four ranges for years of online higher education teaching experience were then 
analyzed in relation to the instances of Disruptions and Annoyances.  Table 29 displays the 
descriptive statistics of this comparison. 
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Table 29:  Factor Frequency with Years of Online HE Teaching Experience 
  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Factor 
1 
0-1 11 1.20 0.18 0.05 1.08 1.32 1.00 1.56 
2-4 49 1.36 0.45 0.06 1.23 1.49 1.00 2.78 
5-7 50 1.47 0.46 0.06 1.34 1.60 1.00 2.67 
8+ 99 1.53 0.47 0.05 1.44 1.62 1.00 3.00 
Total 209 1.46 0.46 0.03 1.40 1.52 1.00 3.00 
Factor 
2 
0-1 11 2.78 0.71 0.21 2.31 3.26 1.60 3.80 
2-4 49 2.78 0.49 0.07 2.63 2.92 1.60 3.80 
5-7 50 2.80 0.53 0.07 2.65 2.95 1.60 4.00 
8+ 100 2.91 0.57 0.06 2.80 3.03 1.00 4.00 
Total 210 2.85 0.55 0.04 2.77 2.92 1.00 4.00 
 
As with the years of overall higher education teaching experience, an ANOVA test 
(Table 30) was performed to determine if a relationship existed between the frequencies of 
Disruptions and Annoyances with years of online higher education teaching experience. There 
was a statistical relationship between the frequency of Disruptions and years of online higher 
education teaching experience, F (3, 205) = 2.82, p = .040.  Table 31 displays a Tukey post hoc 
test that compared each overall online higher education teaching experience bracket to every 
other bracket and was performed for Disruptions.  The Tukey post hoc test is a conservative test 
and did not reveal any statistical relationship or borderline comparisons.  Additionally, there was 
insufficient statistical evidence to describe a relationship between the frequency of Annoyances 
and years of online higher education teaching experience, F(3, 206) = .936, p = .42. 
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Table 30:  Overall Online HE Teaching Experience ANOVA 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Factor 1 Between Groups 1.714 3 .571 2.821 .040 
Within Groups 41.524 205 .203     
Total 43.238 208       
Factor 2 Between Groups .856 3 .285 .936 .424 
Within Groups 62.808 206 .305     
Total 63.664 209       
 
Table 31:  Tukey HSD Post Hoc - Overall Online HE Teaching Experience & Factor 1 
Dependent Variable  
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Factor 1 0-1 2-4 -.15682 .15016 .724 -.5458 .2321 
5-7 -.27020 .14988 .275 -.6584 .1180 
8+ -.32716 .14304 .104 -.6977 .0433 
2-4 0-1 .15682 .15016 .724 -.2321 .5458 
5-7 -.11338 .09047 .594 -.3477 .1210 
8+ -.17034 .07861 .136 -.3740 .0333 
5-7 0-1 .27020 .14988 .275 -.1180 .6584 
2-4 .11338 .09047 .594 -.1210 .3477 
8+ -.05696 .07808 .885 -.2592 .1453 
8+ 0-1 .32716 .14304 .104 -.0433 .6977 
2-4 .17034 .07861 .136 -.0333 .3740 
5-7 .05696 .07808 .885 -.1453 .2592 
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Research Question 4 explored conflict strategies faculty participants used to address 
perceived disruptive behaviors.  The rank order (most to least) of the percent of faculty 
employing the fifteen surveyed strategies were listed in Table 32. 
Table 32:  Strategies Employed & Mean Success 
Strategy Employed % 
Employing 
the Strategy 
Mean Success 
of the Strategy  
Standard 
Deviation 
Addressed the student(s) outside of online class 
activity through private electronic 
correspondence 
85.97 5.98 1.25 
Communicated respect, interest, and warmth 
toward the student through private electronic 
correspondence 
68.78 5.78 1.40 
Clarified goals and agenda for course, ensured 
meaningful goals 
66.97 5.66 1.34 
Reported behavior to university official 51.13 5.04 1.53 
Consulted with a colleague 49.32 5.01 1.35 
Focused on feelings and empathized with 
student through private electronic 
correspondence 
46.15 5.13 1.58 
Addressed student in online community 
accessible to entire class 
43.44 3.71 1.89 
Considered how your behavior contributed to 
the problem 
41.18 4.87 1.43 
Involved students in solving the problem  36.20 4.49 1.78 
Encouraged and provided electronic 
opportunities for discussion on classroom 
community standards 
30.77 4.66 1.50 
Changed your teaching style 30.32 4.06 1.70 
Changed course requirements/deadlines 28.51 3.32 1.70 
Ignored the problem 13.57 2.08 1.42 
Dropped student from class 12.67 3.62 1.84 
Changed grading criteria 9.95 2.86 1.68 
Note:  Mean Success of Strategy – Likert Scale (1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective,  
3 = somewhat ineffective, 4 = neither effective nor ineffective, 5 = somewhat effective, 6 = very 
effective) 
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Faculty indicated that private email correspondence to the student was the most used 
strategy (86%).  Complimenting this finding, in a separate open-ended question, one faculty 
member commented that they used the following three-tiered approach incorporating the top 
identified strategies:  
First action:  personal email to the offended student that I would review, address and 
monitor the issue. Second action:  a class posting of the rules and objective of the 
discussions threads.  Third action: a personal email to the student to make them aware of 
the tone of their discussions and what was expected. (Took extreme care to state that their 
contributions were valuable, it is ok to agree or disagree as long as it is not admonishing.) 
Using MAXQDA software to code open-ended responses, faculty participants reported 
that they employed nine different strategies, including doing nothing, 210 times within the last 
academic year (Table 33).  These qualitative responses supported the overall quantitative survey 
results of employed strategies and reinforced the importance of dealing with online student 
disruptive behavior in a private environment. 
Table 33:  Participant Open-ended Response to Strategy Employed 
Strategy Frequency % percentage 
Private Email 90 42.9% 
Class Notification 44 21.0% 
Phone Call to Student 23 11.0% 
Talk w/supervisor or Dept. 
Chair 
14 6.7% 
Report to Administration 13 6.2% 
Reflect in grade 9 4.3% 
Delete inappropriate 
comments 
9 4.3% 
Talk w/colleague 4 1.9% 
Do nothing 4 1.9% 
Total 210 100.0% 
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Research Question 5 explored faculty participants’ perceived effectiveness of the fifteen 
listed strategies. Faculty participants reported that the top three employed strategies were also the 
top three most successful strategies.   Table 32 also displayed the mean success of the strategy 
based on a six-point Likert scale (1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = somewhat ineffective, 
4 = neither effective nor ineffective, 5 = somewhat effective, 6 = very effective) and the standard 
deviation of each strategy.   
The open-ended survey questions provided depth to the quantitative survey results, as 
well as, offered insight to faculty participants’ perceived strategy effectiveness.  In particular, 
one question investigated the most effective ways for faculty to promote online civility.  Thirty-
seven percent of faculty participants agreed that role modeling appropriate behavior was the 
most effective strategy (Table 34).  This strategy was defined by one faculty participant as 
“model how to react to the discussion posts appropriately; praise the appropriate responses of 
other students and contact student via personal in-class e-mail if there are concerns.”  Another 
faculty member reinforced items in the quantitative section and stated: “it is important to be 
professional and empathetic, yet consistent in responding quickly to discussion posts and e-
mail.”   
Table 34:  Most Effective Way to Promote Online Civility 
Name Frequency % Percentage 
Serve as a Role Model 62 36.9% 
Set Clear Expectations 61 36.3% 
Confront Immediately 29 17.3% 
Consistent Enforcement & Consequences  13 7.7% 
Monitor Behavior for Repetition or Needed Follow-up 3 1.8% 
Total 168 100.0% 
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One faculty participant stated that confronting online disruptive behavior “served as a 
teaching moment by demonstrating critical thinking and how to formulate and defend an 
argument based on facts and research.”  Another participant reinforced the importance of a pro-
active approach and commented: “since I started a preventive tactic of providing detailed 
information in the syllabus, I have noticed a significant drop in the frequency of incidents.”  
Finally, one faculty member’s comments supported Prescott’s (2012) concern about online 
anonymity and stated: “multiple strategies were used and, sadly, some students see the 
anonymity of the online classroom as a forum for personal domination and a platform to push 
personal views/agendas.”  These illustrative responses lend themselves to future research 
consideration and discussion at faculty development workshops. 
Chapter Summary 
The purpose of this study was to address a gap in the literature on student misconduct in 
the online classroom environment and continued the research on the types of behaviors that 
faculty perceived as disruptive to the online learning environment.  Additionally, the study 
examined faculty perceptions of perceived conflict management strategies to address these 
disruptive behaviors.   The online survey captured quantitative and qualitative data for this 
study’s research and had an 81% completion rate (n =226) reducing the possibility of 
nonresponse error.    
Open-ended qualitative questions afforded faculty participants an opportunity to provide 
depth to their quantitative responses through illustrative examples.  A factor analysis revealed 
only two distinct constructs for online student disruption.  Factor 1 was labeled “Disruptions” 
because faculty participants agreed that these behaviors were more severe and required 
intervention.  Factor 2 was labeled “Annoyances” as faculty participant identified them as 
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inappropriate, however, less severe than Factor 1 behaviors.  Cronbach’s alpha were calculated 
for each factor and revealed high internal consistency and reliability for both.  Additionally, the 
two identified factors accounted for 73% of the total variance.   
Faculty demographic information was collected and reported.  The relationship between 
the frequency of the two factors with course level, course discipline, years of overall teaching, 
and years of teaching online were calculated and reported using the appropriate statistical tests.  
The majority (54.45%) of faculty participants agreed that faculty contributed to online disruption 
and that 56.95% of faculty reported experiencing very little or no training on how to deal with 
classroom disruption.  Faculty participants also identified and rated conflict management 
strategies to address these inappropriate factors.  Finally, 57.41% of faculty participants 
indicated that would absolutely or probably would attend a faculty development workshop on 
dealing with online student disruptions.   
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CHAPTER 5:  CONCLUSIONS, SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
Limited research in the area of online student disruption was the catalyst for this study.   
A thorough review of the literature on incivility in higher education revealed a gap in the 
literature as it related to the online learning environment.  Advances in technology and 
increasing numbers of online higher education courses provide more opportunities for 
inappropriate behaviors in the online environment.   Many of the concepts, theories and conflict 
management strategies addressing traditional, face-to-face classroom disruption (Amada, 1999; 
Feldmann, 2001, Footer & Carr, 2001; Foral et al., 2010; Kirk 2008) are transferable to the 
online environment, however, there are unique online behaviors that need to be addressed.  This 
study addressed the following research questions: 
1. What are online student behaviors that faculty participants describe as disruptive? 
2. What is the frequency of specific behaviors as identified by faculty participants? 
3. Is there a relationship between the frequency of disruptive behaviors and course level, 
course discipline, years of overall teaching, and years of teaching online? 
4. What strategies do faculty participants utilize to address perceived “disruptive” 
behaviors? 
5. According to faculty participants, what is the perceived effectiveness of applied 
conflict management strategies? 
This study’s online exploratory instrument examined faculty perceptions of online 
student disruptions and the effectiveness of conflict management strategies used to address these 
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inappropriate behaviors.  After obtaining permission from the appropriate sources, the design of 
the online research instrument used both McKinne’s survey (2010) Faculty Perceptions of 
Classroom Incivility (based on Indiana University’s (2000) Survey of Academic Incivility – Table 
2) and Clark’s (2010) Incivility in Online Learning Environments (IOLE) Survey (Copyright 
2009 Boise State University.  All rights reserved) (Table 3) as templates.  The review of the 
literature for this study identified Clark’s research as one of the few often cited literature sources 
for online student disruption. 
Discussion of Findings 
Forty-nine percent of the surveyed participants accessed the survey, and 81% (n = 226) of 
that group completed the survey.  Although survey participants were limited to one institution, 
there was broad geographical representation by the purposive sample population (n = 279).  
Eighty-seven percent of faculty participants indicated that online student disruption was a 
concern and 54.45% of participants felt that faculty members contributed to online classroom 
incivility.  Faculty participants reported that while they lacked the training to handle instances of 
online student disruption (56.96%), if offered 57.41% of participants would absolutely or 
probably attend a faculty development workshop on the topic. 
This study’s review of the literature relied heavily on research findings and concepts of 
student disruption in the higher education traditional, face-to-face classroom environments 
(Amada, 1999; Boice, 1996; Connelly, 2009; Feldmann 2001; Footer & Carr, 2001; Forel et al., 
2010; Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; McKinne, 2008; Murphy 2010; Nutt, 2013).  
Feldmann (2001), identified four increasingly severe categories of student disruption in the 
traditional face-to-face classroom that were often cited in other research:   annoyances, 
classroom terrorism, intimidation and uncivil actions.  However, following a factor analyst of 
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this study’s research data, only two constructs for online student disruption materialized.  A 
rotated factor matrix with varimax rotation indicated that Disruptions (Factor 1) and Annoyances 
(Factor 2) accounted for 73% of the variance.  
Responses to research questions 1 and 2 demonstrated that faculty participants agreed 
that the most severe online student disruptive behaviors were less frequently observed.  
Conversely, the least severe behaviors were the most frequently observed online student 
disruptive behaviors.  Coded qualitative survey data revealed “other” online student disruptive 
behaviors not listed on the survey.  Thirteen reported instances of bias (gender, nationality, race, 
and religion) accounted for 23% of the “other” identified online student disruptions.  This was an 
unanticipated finding of the research study and faculty participants provided illustrative 
examples of these inappropriate behaviors and conflict management strategies. 
Research question 3 investigated relationships between the frequency of online student 
disruptive behaviors and course level, course discipline, years of overall higher education 
teaching experience, and years of online higher education teaching experience.  Overall 
calculated frequency means for Disruptions (M = 1.45) and Annoyances (M=2.82) indicated that 
based on a four-point Likert scale (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often), faculty 
participants observed Annoyance more frequently than Disruptions.  These frequency means 
were then statistically analyzed against the following conditions to determine if there were any 
relationships: 
Course Level:  The t-test revealed for Disruptions that a statistically significant 
relationship between the means of undergraduate (M = 1.7) and graduate (M = 1.5) online 
student disruption existed.  Therefore, participants reported more Disruptions in undergraduate 
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courses as compared to graduate courses.  Annoyances while observed more frequently than 
Disruptions did not demonstrate a statistical relationship based on course level.   
Course Discipline:  Initially, 16 different academic programs reported at least one 
observed instance of online student disruption this past academic year.  Because some disciplines 
were only represented by one or two courses, they were combined into six larger grouping to 
compare more data points and increase power.  An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated 
there was insufficient evidence from the research to describe a relationship between online 
student disruptive behavior and course discipline.  This was an unanticipated finding of the 
research study and should be considered for future research. 
Years of Overall Higher Education Teaching Experience:  Statistical evidence from an 
ANOVA test only showed a relationship between Disruptions and years of overall higher 
education teaching experience.  Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD test showed that the 
mean score of 0-5 years (M = 1.24, SD = .26) was statistically less than the mean score of the 
following two ranges:   16-20 years (M = 1.55, SD = .44) and 21-25 years (M = 1.64, SD = .57).  
Years of Online Higher Education Teaching Experience:  Similar to years of overall 
higher education teaching experience the statistical evidence from an ANOVA test only 
demonstrated a statistically significant relationship between Disruptions and years of online 
higher education teaching experience, F (3, 205) = 2.82, p = .040.  The Tukey post hoc test, 
however, did not reveal any statistical relationships or borderline comparisons.  This result may 
be due to the conservative nature of the Tukey post hoc test and should be considered for future 
research.   
Research question 4 and 5 surveyed faculty participants about 15 conflict management 
strategies used by faculty participants and the strategy’s effectiveness to address online student 
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disruptions.  Quantitative and qualitative faculty participant responses supported earlier research 
findings (Clark, 2010; Meyers et al., 2006) described in the literature review section.  The 
qualitative responses revealed that during the past academic year, faculty participants employed 
nine different strategies, including doing nothing, 210 times.  Approximately 86% of faculty 
participants stated that addressing the student outside of the online class activity through private 
electronic correspondence was the most effective strategy (M = 5.98) to confront online student 
disruption based on a six-point Likert scale (1 = very ineffective, 2 = ineffective, 3 = somewhat 
ineffective, 4 = neither effective nor ineffective, 5 = somewhat effective, 6 = very effective). 
In the qualitative section, role modeling emerged as a successful strategy that was not 
listed as a conflict management strategy on the survey.  This strategy supported information in 
this study’s review of the literature.  In a 2012 article, Clark, Werth, & Ahten stressed that one of 
three strategies for fostering civility in the online classroom was the importance of the “faculty 
role modeling of professionalism and civility” (Cyber-bullying and incivility in an online 
learning environment, part 2, p. 94).  Sixty-two faculty responses (37%) supported this finding in 
their response to an open-ended question regarding the best way to promote civility in the 
classroom and it is suggested that future research includes role modeling as a conflict 
management strategy.  Faculty participants also agreed in both the quantitative and qualitative 
sections of the research study that “ignoring the problem” was the least effective strategy.  This 
finding also supported this study’s review of the literature (Hirschy & Braxton, 2004; 
Kuhlenschmidt & Layne, 1999; Murphy, 2010). 
Implications for Practice 
  Rapid changes in technology coupled with increased opportunities for online higher 
education course offerings provided the impetus for this research study.   The study’s review of 
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the literature revealed that disruptive student behavior is not a new phenomenon; however, 
public perception, increased concerns by faculty, and liability/compliance issues have prompted 
many higher education institutions to develop policies specifically dealing with classroom 
disruption.  Unfortunately, many institutions have not yet adequately defined or addressed 
student disruptions in the online classroom setting.  Increased concerns about civility, 
cyberbullying, personal and community safety issues continue to be discussion topics for higher 
education institutions.  Additionally, recently publicized events have raised concerns about 
higher education’s responsibility to prevent and respond to community safety concerns and 
issues of incivility.  Therefore, an important implication for practice supported by this research 
study is for higher education institutions to create policies and procedures that address student 
disruptions regardless of the type of learning environment.   
This study’s review of the literature demonstrated that policies must be institutionally 
accepted, communicated, and consistently enforced.  Faculty participant responses supported 
concepts from previous research that online classroom expectations must be clearly defined in 
the course syllabus and communicated in the first course module (Amada, 1999; Galbraith & 
Jones, 2010; Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; Murphy, 2010).  Feldmann (2001), stated 
“during the first class period, we must establish ourselves as pro-student but firmly in charge of 
the class” (p. 138).   Although more difficult in the online environment, faculty members should 
be encouraged to use the first point of contact (first class, first email) to not only explain the 
academic requirements and deadlines outlined in the syllabus but discuss online expectations and 
responsibilities (Meyer, 2008).   
Additionally, in support of this study’s review of the literature, it is recommended that 
online policies reflect the institution’s co-curricular policies (typically found in the code of 
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conduct) on disruptive student behaviors (AlKandari, 2011; Amada, 1999; Baker, Comer, & 
Martinak, 2008; Knepp, 2012; McKinne & Martin, 2010; Seganish &Holter, 2013; Ward & 
Yates, 2014).   
Faculty participant responses also revealed a practical implication for faculty 
development workshops.  The majority of faculty participants (87.67%) agreed that online 
student disruption was a concern, and 56.95% reported experiencing very little or no training on 
the research topic.  Fifty-seven percent of faculty participants stated that if offered, they would 
attend a faculty development workshop on the subject.  “Understanding the nature of classroom 
incivilities, strategies to prevent them, and techniques to address them can enhance both student 
and faculty success” (Hirschy & Braxton, 2004, p. 74).  The authors also suggested that “on-
going training should be available to assist instructors and staff in identifying and addressing 
disruptive behavior when (or shortly after) it occurs” (p. 73).  In support of this study’s review of 
the literature, the researcher suggests a multipronged approach to faculty development on online 
student disruption by offering workshops before the academic year begins and then on-going 
training opportunities throughout the year.  Given the unique nature of online classroom 
instruction and faculty/student interactions, online faculty will need to adjust their traditional 
face-to-face classroom management techniques.  Therefore, higher education institutions should 
offer faculty development workshops exploring the unique differences of teaching online and 
incorporate online student disruptions concepts and conflict management strategies.  Meyer 
(2008) suggested that faculty should explore the following online topics, and stated, “online 
classes are not necessarily more difficult to manage than a traditional class, they are just 
different” (Managing online classes, p. 176): 
 How is teaching online different 
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 Setting class expectations 
 Connecting with your students 
 Using forums to get student participation 
o Quantity of posts 
o Quality of posts 
o Assigning groups 
 Managing online exams 
 Maintaining integrity 
 Managing time demands (pp. 176-189) 
It is also recommended to share research data and findings during faculty development 
workshops to support online student disruption concepts, clarify definitions and examine 
classroom and conflict management strategies (Bjorklund & Rehling, 2010).  Faculty should be 
informed about institutional expectations, policies and procedures and then determine the most 
effective ways to communicate and enforce these principles with online students.  It is important 
for faculty to not only be able to share illustrative examples of online student disruptions with 
one another, but to have discussions about pro-active and reactive strategies and their 
successfulness.  Open discussions will also assist in reducing faculty discomfort in addressing, 
discussing and reporting online student disruption (Boice, 1996). 
Finally, higher educational institutions should explore avenues for student affairs staff to 
share their expertise in student development theory and conflict resolution strategies with online 
faculty.  In support of this type of collaboration and involving university administrators in 
faculty development workshops, Galbraith & Jones cited Rowland and Srisukho (2009, p. 125), 
“administrators can assist by providing workshops and forum for new faculty members regarding 
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issue of incivility…and appropriate measures to deter the behavior” (Understanding incivility in 
online teaching, 2010).  Involving members of the institution’s administration will also 
demonstrate support for faculty efforts to address online student disruptions.  Therefore, faculty 
development workshops on online student disruption and conflict management strategies would 
be viable options and an important implication for future practice.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This research study examined faculty perceptions of online student disruption and the 
effectiveness of conflict management strategies.  The online faculty participants were limited to 
one, not-for-profit higher education institution.  There was a broad geographical representation 
of the sampled population (N=564) due to the online nature of employment.  Supported by a high 
survey response rate (49%), and a significant survey completion rate of that group (81%) the four 
sources of research error were minimized (Bowker, Dillman, & Tortora, 1998).  Future research, 
however, should be conducted to determine the validity of the research findings and to generalize 
findings to the larger online faculty population. 
This research study’s review of the literature identified conflicting information regarding 
faculty demographics and the relationship to the frequency of student disruption.  Specifically, 
the literature review found that older studies identified a relationship between race, age, and 
gender with instances of student disruption.  Because online course offerings are relatively new 
learning environments, further research is suggested to determine if statistically significant 
relationships exist between faculty demographics and the frequency of online student 
disruptions.   
The second recommendation for future research is to examine further the unanswered 
aspects and the unanticipated findings of this research study.  The unanticipated finding that 
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there was not a relationship between the frequency of disruptive behaviors and course discipline 
should be further studied.  Additionally, the relationship between the frequency of disruptive 
behaviors (specifically Disruptions) and years of online higher education teaching experience 
should be further studied.  Following an ANOVA finding of significance, a Tukey post hoc test 
did not reveal any statistical relationship or borderline comparisons for the frequency of 
disruptive behaviors and years of online higher education teaching experience.  Therefore, 
further research is recommended.  Finally, unanticipated findings emerged in the qualitative 
sections of the survey.  The researcher suggests that future studies on online student disruptions 
include the category, “bias” (gender, nationality, race, and religion) as a disruptive online 
behavior, and “role modeling” as a conflict management strategy.   
 The third recommendation for future empirical research is to examine student perceptions 
regarding online disruptions, the frequency of online disruptions, and the effectiveness of online 
faculty conflict management strategies.  This research would contribute to further defining and 
understanding online student disruptions, and ways to manage and minimize inappropriate online 
behaviors.  Additional research could compare and contrast faculty and student perceptions of 
online student disruptions, and effective conflict management strategies.  These findings will add 
to the research and literature about online student disruptions and assist higher education 
institutions with policy development and faculty training. 
Finally, future research should explore online student disruption and implications on 
student retention and success.  Hirschy & Braxton (2004) stated that “classroom incivilities may 
affect the academic and intellectual development of students negatively and reduce their 
commitment to their college or university, both of which can impede a student’s progress toward 
his or her educational goals” (p. 68).  Under increased government and consumer scrutiny, 
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higher education institutions continuously look for ways to increase and document student 
learning opportunities, student success, and retention rates.  Further research could add value to 
higher education institutions as they continue to explore or expand online learning environments.  
Feldmann (2001) stated: 
The negative effects of student classroom incivilities occur within and extend beyond the 
classroom.  Incidents of disrespectful disruption and insolent inattention hinder student 
academic and intellectual development and reduce student commitment to their college or 
university.  Further, students in various types of institutions perceived classroom 
incivilities differently.  Understanding the nature of classroom incivilities, strategies to 
prevent them, and techniques to address them can enhance both student and faculty 
success (Classroom civility is another of our instructor responsibilities, p. 74). 
The ability for higher education institutions to assess student and faculty success could result in 
significant benefits in defining and communicating online student learning outcomes, online 
student (and faculty) retention strategies and effective management of both human and fiscal 
resources. 
Chapter Summary 
 The research study addressed a gap in the literature on student disruption in the online 
classroom environment.  Two hundred and seventy-nine online faculty at one higher education 
institution accessed the research survey, and 226 (81%) completed the instrument.  Using a 
quantitative research approach with qualitative components provided information that addressed 
the five research questions. 
The research findings not only supported previous research, theories, and concepts 
discovered during the literature review for this study but added to the limited research on online 
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student disruptive behaviors.   Although Feldmann (2001) labeled traditional face-to-face 
classroom student disruption into four categories, this research study’s factor analysis of the data, 
determined only two distinct constructs for the online classroom environment.  These two factors 
accounted for 73% of the variance and computed Cronbach’s alpha scores indicated excellent 
reliability.   
The research study data revealed that faculty participants agreed that the two most severe 
online disruptive behaviors, item #19, - Online harassment or threats, and item #20, - Exhibiting 
or participating in online stalking or cyberbullying behaviors, were also the least frequently 
observed.  Conversely, the least severe online disruptive behaviors were also the most frequently 
observed inappropriate behaviors.  Qualitative survey data added depth to faculty participant 
responses and perceptions of online student disruptions, as well as, provided illustrative 
examples of observed inappropriate online student disruptive behaviors.   
The study explored relationships between online student disruptions with course level, 
course discipline, years of overall higher education teaching experience and years of online 
higher education teaching experience.  There was insufficient evidence to describe a relationship 
between online student disruptions and course discipline, and this should be considered for future 
research studies.  Additionally, the less severe types of online student misconduct (Annoyances) 
did not demonstrate a relationship with course level, years of overall higher education teaching 
experience or years of online higher education teaching experience.  The more severe forms of 
online student misconduct (Disruptions) did demonstrate a relationship with course level, 
indicating that faculty participants observed Disruptions more frequently at the undergraduate 
level.  Additionally, participants reported that Disruptions occurred less frequently in the 0-5 
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year range of overall higher education teaching experience compared to the 16-20 and 20-25 year 
ranges of overall higher education teaching experience.   
Faculty participant responses supported this research study’s review of the literature as it 
related to conflict management strategies and perceived effectiveness (Amada, 1999; Galbraith 
& Jones, 2010; Kirk, 2008; McKeachie & Svinicki, 2006; Murphy, 2010).    According to 
participants, the two most used strategies were also the two most successful strategies used to 
address online student disruptions.   Qualitative responses described the importance of faculty 
“role modeling” appropriate behavior for promoting online classroom civility. 
Implications for practice included a recommendation for higher education institutions to 
create pro-active policies and procedures to minimize and manage online student disruption.  The 
majority of faculty participants reported receiving little to no training on handling online student 
disruptions and that faculty often contribute to online disruptions.  Faculty participants stated that 
if offered, they would attend faculty development workshops on this topic.  Higher education 
institutions have a responsibility and an opportunity to assist faculty with their skill development 
to minimize and manage online student disruptions.  In support of the study’s review of the 
literature, faculty development opportunities should be offered before the academic year begins 
and then throughout the year as on-going training/workshops.   
Finally, future research recommendations were discussed, and the need to gather more 
data on faculty perceptions of online student disruptions to not only verify research data but 
generalize the results of this study.  Another suggested recommendation is to conduct further 
research on the unanswered aspects and the unanticipated findings of this research study.  A third 
recommendation is to explore student perceptions of online student disruption and the 
effectiveness of conflict management strategies.  These results could then be studied to 
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determine if correlations or relationships exist between the perceptions of online faculty and 
students.  Finally, as higher education institutions continue to explore ways to impact student 
learning, student success, and retention efforts, it will be important to conduct future research on 
the implications and relationships between these factors and online student disruptions.  
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Figure A1:  Disruptive Behaviors - Amada & Feldmann Explained 
